"2 - 
DISCOURSE 


In VINDICATION of the 
Dodtrine of the Irimty: 
FLLW 


An ANSWER 


To the Late 


$xc11m1an Objections 


Againſt it from 
Scripture, Antiquity and Reaſon. 
F AND 
APREFACE concerning the 


diflerent Explications of the Trinity, and 
the Tendency of the preſent Soctnran 
Controverſie. 


By the Right Reverend Father in God, 
Edward, Lord Biſhop of Worceſter. 
LAN 


— 


LONDON, 


Printed by F. #. for Henry Mortlock at the 
Phenix in S. Paul's Church-yard, 1697. 


————| | 


DE 
— —— ——— —————— 


S.F- 


PREFACE. 


7 Hen I was defir d, not long ſince, 
| to reprint the Diſcourſe lately 


publiſhed, concerning the Do- 
arine of Chriſt's Satisfaftion, 7 thought 


#t neceſſary to look into the Socin'an Pam- . 


phlets, {which have ſwarmed ſo much as- 
mong us within a few years ) to ſee how far 
an Anſwer had been given in them to any of 
the arguments contained in it ; but I found 
the Writers of them thought it not for their 
purpoſe to take any notice at all of it; but 
rather endeavour'd to turn the Controverſie 
quite another way, and to cover their true 
Senſe under more plauſible Expreſſions. Of 
which [ have given a full account in the Pre- 
face to the lite Fdition of it, But among 
thoſe Treatiſes which jor the general good 
of the Nation are gather d into Volumes 
and dijpers'd abroad. to make either Profe- 
lytes or Infidels) 7 found ove, wherein 
there is pretended to be an Anſwer to my 
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Sermon about the Myſtcries of the Chriſtt- 
an Faith, ( reprinted with the former Diſ- 
cour e.) and therein I meet with a paſſage, 
which hath given occaſion to this Vindicati- 
on. For there are theſe Words, That [ 
had utterly miſtaken, in thinking that 
they deny the Articl-s of the new Creed, 
or Athanafian Reiigion, becauſe they are 
Myſteries, or becauſe, ſay they, we do 
not comprehend them ; we deny them, 
becauſe we do comprehend them, we 
have a clear and diſtint Perception, that 
they are not Myſteries, but Contradidi- 
ons, Impoſlibilities and pure Nonſenſe. 
Which words contain in them ſo ſpitefull, ſo 
unjuſt, and ſo unreaſonable a Charge upon 
the Chriſtian Church in general, and our 
own in particular. that I could not but think 
my ſelf concerned, eſpecially fince they are 
addreſſed to me, to do what in me lay (as 
ſoon as my uncertain State of Health would 
permit ) towards the clearing the fundamen» 
tal Myſtery of the Athanaſian Religion, 
as they call it, viz. The Dodtrine ot the 
Trinity, (which 1s chiefly ſtruck at by them) 
without running int9 any new Explications, 
or laying aſide any old terms, for which 7 
could not ſee any juſt occaſion. 

For however thoughtfull Men may think 
to eſcape ſome particular difficulties better, 
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by going out of the common Roads; yet 
they may meet with others, which they did 
not foreſee, which may make them as well as 
others judge it, at laſt, a wiſer and ſafer 
courſe to keep in the ſame way, which the 
Chriſtian Church hath uſed, ever ſince it 
hath agreed to expreſs her Senſe in ſuch 
Terms, which were thought moſt proper for 
that purpoſe. For in ſuch caſes, the Ori- 
ginal and Critical Signification of words is 
not ſo much to be attended, as the uſe they 
are applied to, and fince no other can be 
found more ſrgnificant or proper for that end ; 
it looks like yielding too great advantage to 
our Adverſaries, to give up the Boundaries 
of our Faith. For although there be a dif- 
ference between the neceſſary Article of 
Faith it ſelf, and the manner of expreſſing 
it, ſo that thoſe may truely believe the 
Subſtance of it, who differ in the Explica- 
tion ; yet fince the Senſe of the Article hath 
been generally received under thoſe terms, 
there ſeems to be no [ufficient reaſon to ſub- 
ſtitute new ones inſtead of the old, whi:h 
can hardly be done, without refletting on 
the Honour of the Chriſtian Church, and 
giving occaſion for very unreaſonable Heats 
and Diſputes, among thoſe, who, if we 
may believe their own words, agree in the 
ſame fundamental Doftrine ; viz. a Trinity 
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in Unity, or three Perſons i» the ſame 
undivided divine Eſſence. 

T am ſo little a Friend to any ſuch Heats 
and Differences among our ſelves eſpecially 
when we are fo violently attacked by our 
common Adverſ(aries, that were there no 
ether reaſon, I ſhould for the ſake of that 
alone forbear making uſe of new FExplicati- 
ons ; but there is another too obvious, 
which is, the mighty advantage they have 
taken from hence to repreſent our Dottrine 
as uncertain, as well as unintelligil-le. For 
as ſoon as our Unitarians began to appear 
with that Briskneſs and Boldneſs they have 
done now for ſeveral years, ſome of our Di- 
vines thought themſelves obliged to write 
in Defence of the Dottrine of the Trinity. 
Thence came ſeveral Anſwers to them, and 
in ſeveral Methods, as the Perſons thought 
moſt ſubſervient to the ſame end ; but what- 
ever their intentions were, our Adverſa- 


ries were too much pleaſed to conceal the 


Satisfaftion which they took in it. For 
ſoon after, we had the ſeveral Explicati- 
ons ſet forth and compared with each other; 
and all managed ſo, as to make the Cauſe 
to ſuffer by the diſagreement of the Advo- 
cates for it. And from hence they have 
formed a fivefold Trinity. 1. The Cice- 
ronian Trinity ; becauſe Tully had ed 
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the Word Perſonz for different Reſpefs ; Cmſiderar. 


Suſtineo ego tres Perſonas ; and accor- 9,5? E- 
ding to this Acceptation, Three Perſons of the De- 
in the Godhead are no more than three m_—_ 
Relations, Capacities or Reſpects of God b Dr. W 
to his Creatures, which ſay they, 3 down» &c. p. 10. 
right Sabellianiſm ; and 1s no manner of 
Myſtery, but the moſt intelligible and ”. 9: 
obvious thing in the World. 2. The _. 
Carteſtan Trinity, which maketh three | 
divine Perſons, and three infinite Minds, © 
Spirits and Beings to be but one God, 
3. The //atonick Trinity, of three divine 
Co-eternal Perſons, whereof the ſecond 
and third are ſubordinate or interiour to 
the firit in Dignity, Power, and all other 
Quralities, except only Duration. 4. The 
Ariſtotelian Trinity, which faith the Di- 
vine Perſons are one God, becauſe they 
have one and the ſame numerical Sub- 
ſtance. 5. The Trinity of the M94z/e, or 
that which is held by che common Peo- 
ple, or by ſuch lazy Divines, who only 
ſay in ſhort, that it is an unconceivable 
Myſtery; and that thoſe are as much 
in fault who go about to explain it, as 
thoſe who oppole it. 

But that which hath made the moſt noiſe, 
and cauſed the greateſt Heat and Fer- 
ment among us, hath been a difference firſt 
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begun between two learned Divines of our 
Church, about the ſecond and fourth ; and 
the account which our Unitarians give of 
both is this, That the one isa rational and 
intelligible Explication, but not true nor 
Orthodox ; the other is true and Ortho- 
dox, but neither rational, intelligible nor 
poſſible. 7 do not mention this, as though 
their words were to be taken as to either ; 
but only to ſhew what advantage they take 
from both, to repreſent that which is ſet 
up for the Churches Dottrine, either not to 
be truly fo, or to be neither rational nor 
intelligible. 

The deſign of the folowing Diſcourſe, # 
to make it appear, (1.) That the Churches 
Doftrine, as to the Trinity, as it wexpreſ- 
ſed in the Athanaſian Creed, i not liable 
to their charges of Contradiction, Impol- 
ſibilities and pure Nonſenſe.. (2.) That 
we own no other Doftrine than what hath 
been received by the Chriſtian Church ia 
the ſeveral Ages from the Apoſtles Times : 
(3.) And that there are no Objeftions in 
point of reaſon, which oughr to hinder our 
Aſjent to this great point of the Chriſtian 
Faith. 

But the chief Deſtgn of this Preface, # 
to remove ths Prejudice which lies in our 
way from the different manners of Explicq- 

tion, 
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tion, and the warm Diſputes which have 
been occaſion'd by them. 

It cannot be denied, that our Adverſa- 
ries have taken all poſſible advantage a- 
gainſt us from theſe unhappy differences ; 
and in one of their lateſt Diſcourſes they 
glory init, and think they have therein out- 
done the foreign Unitarians : For, /ay they, 
We have ſhewed, that their Faiths con- o_ i 
cerning this pretended Myſtery are ſo ma- :4e Real. 
ny and ſo contrary, that they are Jeſs 227 nom: 
one Party among themſelves, than the tarians, 4 
far more learned and greater number of 2. 1695, 
then are one Party with us : 7his is ſpoken © 3 
of thoſe they call Nominal Trinitarians ; 
and for the other whom they call Real, they 
prove them guilty of manifeſt Hereſie ; 
the one they call Sabellians, which they ſay 
is the ſame with Unitarians, and the other 
Polytheiſts or diſguiſed Pagans, and they Letter t0 
borrow arguments from one fide to prove rhe SR y- 
charge upon the other ; and they confident- 
ly affirm that all that (peak out in this mat- 
ter, muſt be driven either to Sabellianiſm, 
or Tritheiſm. Tf they are Nominal Tri- 
nitarians, they fall into the former, if Re- 
al, into the latter. 

This is the whole Deſign of this late Diſ- 
courſe, which I ſhall here examine, that 1 
may remove this ſtumbling Block, before I 
enter #pon the main Jufmefh. I. As 
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r. As to thoſe who are called Nominal 
Trinitarians. Who are they > And from 
whence comes ſuch a Denomination 2 T| hey 


Diſcewſcof zell us, That they are ſuch who believe 


Nominal 


and Rea! thrvee Perions, who are Perſons in Name 
Trinirp.7- only ; in deed and in truth they are but 


P. 10. 


one (ubſiſting Perſon. But where are 
theſe to be found* Among, all ſuch, ſay 
they, as agree that there is but one only 
and ſelf-ſame divine Eſſence and Sub- 
ſt-nce. But do theſe aſſert, that there is 
but one ſubliſting Perſon, and three only 
in Name? Let any one be produced who 
hath written in defence of the Trinity ; for 
thoſe who have been moſt charged, have ut- 
terly denvd it That learned Perſon, who 
is more particularly refletted upon in this 
Charge, is by them ſaid to affirm, That 
God 1s one divine intellectual Subſtance, 
or really ſubſiſting Perſon, and diſtin- 
guiſhed and diverſified by three relative 
fodes, or relative Subſiltences. 4nd 
Mr. Hooker is producd to the ſame pur- 
poſe, That there is but one Subſtance in 
God, and three diſtin rela*ive Proper- 
ties, which Subſtance being taken with 
its peculiar Property, makes the diſtini- 
on of Perſons in the Godhead. But ſay 
they, Theſe Modes and Properties do not 
make any real ſubſiſting Perſons; but 
| only 
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only in a Grarmmarical and Critical Scnſe, 
and at moſt, this 'is no more than one 
Man may be ſaid to be three Perſons on 
the account of difterent Relations, as S0- 
lomon was Son of David, Father of Re- 
hoboam, and procecding from David and 
Bathſheba, *nd yet was but one ſubliſting 
Pcrlon. This is the force of what they 


fav. But then in a triumphing manner 


they add, That the Rcaliſts have ſo mani- 
feſt an advantage againſt. them , that 
they have no way to deſend themſelves 
but by Recrimination, 2... by ſhewing the 
like Abſurdity in their Dotirine. And thus 
they hope either fide will baffle the other, 
and in the mean time, the Cauſe be loſt be- 
tween them. 

But in fo nice a matter as this, we muſt 
not rely too much on an Adverſaries Repre- 
ſentation ; for the leaving out ſome expreſ- 
ſions, may make an opinion look with ano- 
ther Appearance, than if all were taken to- 
gether, it would have. We muſt therefore 
take notice of other paſſages which may help 
to give the true Senſe of the learned Author, 
who is chiefly aimed at. 

I. In the very ſame Tage he aſſerts, 


That each of the divine Perſons has an Trigheiliy 
charged, 
&c. p.1 57+ 


abſolute Nature diſtintly belonging to 
him,though not a diſtinct abſolute Nature; 
and 
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and to the ſame purpoſe in another place. 

2. That the eternal Father is and ſub- 
ſiſts as a Father, by having a Son, and 
communicating his Efſence to another. 
And elſewhere, that the Relation between 
Fat]:er and Son is founded on that eternal 
AQ, by which the Father communicates 
his divine Nature to the Son. 

3. That the foundation of the Dofrine 
of the Trinity is this, r. That there 
can be but one God. 2. That there is 
nothing in God but what is God. 3. 
That there can be no Compoſition in the 
Deity with any ſuch poſitive real Being, 
diſtin from the Deity it ſelf. But the 
Church finding in Scripture mention of 
three, ro whom diſtintly the Godhead 
does belong, expreſſed theſe three by the 
Name of Perſons, and ſtated their Perſo- 
nalities upon three diſtin Modes of Sub- 
ſiſtence, allotted to one and the ſame 
Godhead , and theſe alſo diſtinguiſhed 
from one another by three diſtin Re- 
lations. 

What do theſe men mean, to charge one 
who goes upon theſe grounds with Sabellia- 
niſm? Doth he make the three Perſons to 
be mere Names, as S. Baſil in few words 
expreſſes the true nature of Sabellianiſm, 
that it was fv me&yma mw, One 

thing 
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thing with different Denominations? Can 
the communicating the divine Eſſence by 
the Father to the Son, be called a Name, 
or a Mode, or a Reſpe&t only > And theſe 
Men of wonderfull Subtilty, have not learnt 
to diſtinguiſh between Perſons and . Perſo- 
nalities. 

Where is the leaſt Intimation given, that 
he look'd on the divine Perſons as Modes 
and ReſpeCts only? That is impoſſible, fince 
he owns a Communication of the divine 
Eſſence, and that each of the divine Per- 
{ons hath the divine Nature belonging to 
him ; could it ever enter into any Man's 
head to think, that he that owns this ſhould 
own the other alſo? But the Perſonality 
is a thing of another conſideration. For it 
is the reaſon of the diſtinition of Perſons in 
the ſame undivided Nature. That thereis 
a diſtinftion, the Scripture aſſures us ; and 
withall, that there is but one divine Eſ- 
ſence. How can this diſtinftion be: Not 
by eſſential Attributes, for thoſe muſt be in 
the divine Eſſence, and in every Perſon a- 
like, otherwiſe he hath not the entire di- 
vine Nature ; not by accidents, as Men are 
diſtinguiſhed from each other, for the divine 
Nature is not capable of theſe ; not by ſepa- 
rate or divided Subſtances, for that would 
be inconſiſtent with the perfett Unity of the 
Godhead ; 


Conſiderat. 
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Godhead ; fince therefore there can be no 
other way of diſt inftion, we muſt conſider 
how the Scripture diretts us #1 this caſe ; 
and that acquaints us with the Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt, as having mutual Rela- 
tion to each other ; and there is no Repug- 
nancy therein to the divine Nature, aud 
therefore the diſtinition of the Perſons hath 
been fixed on that, as the moſt proper foune 
dation for it. And theſe are called diffe- 
rent Modes of Subſiſtence, on which the 
diſtinit Perſonalities are founded, which 
can be no other than relative. But a Per- 
fon is that which reſults from the divine 
Nature and Subſiſtence together ; and al- 
though a Perſon cannot be ſaid to be a rela- 
tive, confider d as ſuch, yet being joyned 
with the manner of Subjiſtence, it doth ins- 
ply a Relation, and ſo a Perſon may be 
ſaid to bea relative Being. 

But ſay they, If the three Perſons have 
all the ſame individual Subſtance, then 
they are tru'y and properly only three 
Modes; and therefore a'though among 
Men, Perſonalities are diftint from the 
Perſons, becauſe the Perſons are diſtinct 
intelligent Subſtances , yer this cannot 
hold where there is but one individual 


Subſtance. 
The 
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The queſtion is, Whether thoſe they call 


; Nominal Trinitarians, are [able to the 
| charge of Sabellianiſm ; the anſwer vs, That 


they cannot , becauſe they aſſert far more 


| than three Names, viz. That each Per- 
* fon hath the divine Nature diſtintly be- 
| longing to him. But ſay they, Theſe 4rmadv. 
| Perſons are but mere Modes. No, ſay © *?"” 


the other ; We do not ſay that the Perlon 
is only a Modus, but that it is the divine 


| Nature, or Godhead jubſiſting under fuch 


a Modus, ſo that the Godhead is ſtill in- 
cluded init, joyned to it, and diſtinguiſh- 
ed by it. Grant all this, the nitarians 


: ' reply, yet where there is the fame indivi- 


dual Subſtance, the Perſon can be only a 
Modus. To which it # anſwer'd, That 


this individual Subſtance hath three dj- Tritheiſm 


ſtint ways of ſubſiſting, according to 
which it ſubſiſts diſtintly and differently 
in each of the three divine Perſons. So 
that here lies the main point, whether it 
be Sabellianiim, to aſſert the ſame indivi- 
dual Subſtance under three ſuch different 
Modes of Subfiſtence. If it be, the moſt 
learned and judicious of the Fathers did 
not know what Sabellianiſm meant ( as 1 


have ſhew d at large in the following Diſc Chap. VIC 


courſe ) for they utterly diſowned Sabellia- 
ailm, aud yet aſſerted, That the feveral 
Hypoſtaſes 
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Hypoſtaſes conſiſted of peculiar Proper- 
ties in one and the ſame divine Subſtance. 
But it 1s not the authority of Fathers which 
they regard, for they ſerve them only as 
Stones in the Boys way when they quarrel, 
Viz. to throw them at our Heads. 

Let us then examine thu matter by rea- 
ſon without them. Perſons among Men, 
fay they, are diſtinguiſhed from Perſona» 
lities, becauſe they have diftin&t Sub- 
ſtances, therefore where there is but one 
Subſtance, the Perſon can be only a Mode, 
and therefore the ſame with the Perſo- 
nality. 

T anſwer, that the true original Notion 
of Perionality # no more than a different 
Mode of ſubfiſtence in the ſame common Na- 
ture. For every ſuch Nature is in it ſelf 
one and indiviſible; and the more perfett 
tt is, the greater muſt its Unity be. For 
the firſt Being us the moſt One; and al 
Diviſion comes from Diſtance and Imper- 
feftion. The firſt foundation of Diſtini- 
on is Diverſity ; for if there were no Di- 
verſity, there would be nothing but entire 
and perfett Unity. All Diverſity comes 
from two things, Diſlimilitud: and Depen- 
dence. Thoſe Philoſophers (called Mega- 
rici) did not think much amiſs, who ſaid, 
That if all things were alike, there would 

be 
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be but one Subſtance or Being in the World; 
and what we now cal different Subſtances, 
would be only different Modes of Subſiſtence 
in the ſame individual Nature. The dif- 
8 ference of Subſtances in created Beings, a- 
| riſes from thoſe two things. 1. 4 Diſſimis 
| litude of Accidents, both internal aud ex- 
ternal. 2. The Will and Power of God, 
whereby he gives them diſtintt and ſeparate 
Beings in the ſame common Nature. As 
| for inſtance, the Nature or Eſſence of a Man 
| conſider d init ſelf, is but one and indivijible ; 
; but God gives a ſeparate Exiſtence to every 
| Individual, whereby that common Nature 
s ſubjfiſts in ſo many diſtinit Subſtances, as 
* there are Individuals of that kind; and 
| every one of theſe Subſtarces is diſtinguiſh- 
| ed from all others, not only by a ſeparate 
E internal vital Principle and peculiar Pro- 
| pertzes, but by ſuch external Accidents, as 
| do wery eafily diſcriminate them from each 
| other. And the ſubject of all theſe Acci- 
dents is that peculiar Subſtance, which God 
| hath given to every Individual, which in 
| rational Beings is called a Perion; and ſo 
| we grant that in all ſuch created Beings the 
Perſonality doth ſuppoſe a dijtinit Subſtance; 
| not from the Nature of Perſonality, but 
from the condition of the ſubjett wherein it 
is. The Pcrionali:y in it ſelf s but a diffe- 
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rent Mode of Subſiſtence in the ſame com- 
won Nature, which s but One : but thu 
Perſonality being in ſuch a ſubjeit as Man 
is, it from thence follows, that each Perſon 
hath a peculiar Subſtance of his own ; and not 
from the Nature of Perſonality. But when 
we come to conſider a divine Eſſence, which 
is moſt perfettly one, and is wholly uncapa- 
ble of auy ſeparate Exiſtence or Accidents, 
there can be no other way of diſtinftion con- 
ceived in it, but by different Modes of 
Subſiſtence, or relative Properties in the 
fame divine Eſſence. And herein we pro- 
ceed, as we do in our other Conceptions of 
the divine Natare, 1. e. we take away all 
Imperfeition from God, and attribute only 
that ta him, which is agreeable to his dt- 
vine Perfettions, although the manner of it 
may be above our comprehenſion. And if 
this be owning the Trinity of the Mob, / 
aim not aſhamed to own my ſelf to be one of 
them ; but it is not out of Lazynelſs or 
afteted Ignorance, but upon the greateſt 

aud moſt ſerious conſideration. 
3.ccterto They maycall this a Trinity of Cyphers, 
4 oof if they pleaſe, but I think more modeſt ani 
'* * dlecent Language about theſe matters would 
become them as well as the things themſelves 
much better. And they muſt prove a littl: 
Letter than they have done, that different 
Modes 
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Modes of Subſiſtence in the divine Nature, 


or the relations of Father and Son are mere 
Cyphers, which xs ſo often mentioned in 
Scripture, as a matter of very great conſe- 
quence ; and that when we are baptized in 
the Name of the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, we are baptized into a Trinity of 
Cyphers. | 

But our Unitarians proceed, and ſay 
that the ſame Author affirms not only the 
Perſonalities, but the Perſons to be mere- 


Perſon, as well as every Perſonality in the 
Trinity, is wholly Relative. But zt is 
plain he ſpeaks there, not of the Perſon in 
himſelf, but with reſpet to the manner of 
Subſiſtence, or the relative Properties be- 
longing to them. But if the Notion of a 
Perſon doth befides the relative Property, 
neceſſarily ſuppoſe the divine Nature toge- 
ther with it ; how can a Perſon then be ima- 
gined to be wholly Relative 2 But they arge, 
That which makes the firſt Perſon in the 
Trinity to be a Perſon, makes him to te 
a Father, and what makes him to be a Fa- 
ther, makes him to te a Perſon. And 
what follows from hence, but that the rela- 
tive Property is the Foundation of the Per- 
forality ? But by no means, that the Per- 
ſon of the Father is nothing but the rela- 

a 3 tive 


Diſcourſe of 
Nominal 
and real 


ly Relative. For he ſaith, That every Trinitari- 


ans, p. 10, 
Tritheiſm 
charged, 
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tive Property 2 The inſtance of Solomon 
1s not at all to the purpoſe, unleſs we aſſerted 
three Perſons founded upon thoſe different 
Relations in his individual Nature. Who 
denies, that one Perſon may have different 
Reſpeits. and yet be but one Perſon ſubſiſt< 
ing? Where doth the Scripture ſay, That 
the Son of David, the Father of Rehobo- 
am, and he that proceeded from David 
and Bathſheba were three Perſons diſtin- 
gaiſhed by thoſe relative Properties? But 
here lies the foundation of what we believe 
as to the Trinity ; we are aſſured from Scri- 
pture, that there are three to whom the di- 
vine Nature and Attributes are grven, and 
we are aſſured both from Scripture and 
Reaſon, that there can be but one divine 
Eſſence; and therefore every one of theſe 
muſt have the divine Nature, and yet that 
can be but One. But it 1s a moſt unreaſona- 
ble thing to charge thoſe with Sabellianiſm, 
who aſſert, That every Perſon hath the 
divine Nature diſtinctly belonging to him, 


and that the divine Eſfl-nce is communi- 


cated from the Father to the :Son. Did 
ever Noetus or dabellius, or any of their 
Followers ſpeak after ths manner 2 Is the 
divine Eſſence but a mere Name, or a dif- 
ferent reipeCt only tro Mankind 2 For the 
alſerting fuch relative Ferſons as have no 

Eſſence 
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Eſſence at all, was the true Sabellian Do- 

Arine, as will be made appear in the follow- 

ing Diſcourſe. And ſo much is confeſs'd 

by our Unitarians themſelves, for they ſay, _ 
That the Sabeliansheld, that Father, Son 9/9, 
and Spirit are but only three Names 0! and Real 
God given to him in Scripture, by oc- Vn" 
caſion of ſo many ſeveral Diſpenſations 
towards the Creature, and fo he is but 

one ſubſiſting Perſon and three relative 
Perſons; as he ſuſtains the three Names 

of Father, Son and Spirit, which being 


| the Relations of God towards things with- 
| out him, he is ſo many relative Perſons, 


or Perſons in a Claſſical Critical Senſe, 
j. e. Perſons without auy Eſſence belonging 
to them as ſuch. But thoſe who aſſert a 
Communication of the divine Eflence zo 


| each Perſon can never be guilty of Sabellia- 


niſm, if this be it, which themſelves affirm. 
And ſo thoſe called Nominal Trinitarians, 
are very unjuſtly ſo called, becauſe they do 
really hold a Trinity of Verions i# the U- 
nity of the Godhead. 

2. Let us now ſee what charge they lay 
upon thoſe whom they call Real Trinitari- 
ans: and they tell us, That the Nominals Piſcurſee/ 
will ſeem to be profound Philoſophers, __ Io 
deep Sages in compariſon with them, 
Theſe are very obliging expreſſions te than 
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in the beginning. But how do they make 
out this groſs Stupidity of theirs? In ſhort 
it is, That they ſtand condemned and a- 
nathemarized as Hereticks by a general 
Council, and by all the Moderns, and 
are every day challenged and impeached 
of Tritheiſm, and cannot agree among 
themſelves, but charge one another with 
great Abſurdities ; and in plain terms they 
charge them with Nonſenſe in the thing, 
whereas the other lay only in words. Be- 
cauſe theſe aflert three divine ſubſiſting 
Perſons, three infinite Spirits, Minds or 
Subſtances, as diſtin as ſo many An- 
gels or Men, each of them pericctly God, 
and yet all of them are but one God. 
To underſtand this matter rightly, we muſt 
conſider that when the Socinian Pamphlets 
firſt came abroad, fome years ſince, a learn- 
ed and worthy Perſon of our Church, who 
had appear d with 7 yo vigour and reaſon 


againſt our Adverſaries of the Church of F 


Rome zn the late Reign (which ought not Þþ 
to be forgotten) undertook to defend the Þ 


4 


Doftrine of the Trinity againſt the Hiſto- Þ 


ry of the Unitarians, aud the Notes on 


the Athanaſian Creed ; but in the warmth of 
diſputing, and out of a defire to make this 


| 


matter more intelligible, he ſuffer d himſelf þ 


#9 be carried beyond the ancient Methods 
| which 
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which the Church hath uſed to expreſs her 


C Senſe by, ſtill retaining the ſame funilamen- 
8 tal Article of three Perſons in one undivided 


Eſſence, but explaining it in ſuch a manner, 
as to make each Perſon to have a peculiar 


* and proper Subſtance of his own. 


This gave ſo great an advantage to the 
Anthor of thoſe Treatiſes, that mm a little 


* time, he ſet forth his Notes with an Ap- 


pendix in anſwer to this new Explication. 


Wherein he charges him with Herefie, Tri- theTrinity, 
theilm and Contradition. The very ſame Þ: ** 

| charges which have been fince improved and 
* carried on by others; I wiſh I could ſay, 


without any unbecoming Heat or Refle- 


s (ions. 


But I (hall now examine how far theſe 
charges have any ground, ſo as toaffedt the 
Doftrine of the Trinity, which 'is the chief 
end our Adverſaries aimed at, in heaping 
theſe Reproaches upon one who appear'd 0 
early, ard with ſo much zeal to defend it, 
We are therefore to conſider theſe things : 

t. That a Man may be very right in the 
Belief of the Article it ſelf ; and yet may be 


* miſtaken in his Explication of it. And 


this oxe of his keeneſt Adverſaries freely 


{ acknowledges. For he plainly diſtinguiſhes 


between the fundamental Article and the 
manner of explaining it, and affirms, That 
a 4 4 
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a Man may quit his Explication without 
parting with the Article it ſelf, And ſo 
he may retain the Article with his Explica- 
ton. | 

But ſuppoſe a Man to aſſent to the fun- 
damental Article it ſelf, and be miſtaken in 
bis Explication of it, can he befcharged 
with Herefie about this Article > For He- 
relic muſt relate to the fundamental Article 
to which he declares his hearty and unfeign- 
ed -ſſent ; but here we ſuppoſe the miſtake 
to lie only in the Explication. As for in- 
ſtznce, Sabellianiſm is a condemned and ex- 
ploded Flereſie, for it is contrary to the we- 
ry Deftrine of the Trinity ; but ſuppoſe one 
who aſſerts the DofArizne of three Perſons, 
ſhould make them to be three Vodes, muſt 
ſuch a one preſeutly be charged with Here- 
ſie, before we ſee whether his Explication 
be conhſtent with the fundamental Article 
or not > For this is liable to very 6bvious 
Objetions, that the Father begets a Mode 
inſtead of a Son, that we pray to three Modes 
mnſtead of three real Fake. that Modes 
are mutable things in their own Nature, &Cc. 
but muſt we from hence conclude ſuch a one 
guilty of Hereſie, when he declares, that 
he withall ſuppoſed them not to be mere 
Modes, but that the divine Eſſence is to be 
taken together with the Mode to make a Per- 


ſon? 
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ſon? Tea, ſuppoſe ſome ſpitefull Adverſary 
ſhould ſav, That it is a Contradittion to 
ſay, That the ſame common Niture can make 
a Perſon with a Mode ſuperadded to it. unleſs 
that be individuated, for a ! erſon doth im- 
ply an individual Nature, and not a mere 
relative Mode. Is this ſufficient to charge 
ſuch a Perſon with the Sabcllian Kerely, 
which he utterly diſowns > Is not the like E- 
quity to be ſhew d in another though different 
Explication 2 Suppoſe then a Perſen ſolemn- 
ly profeſſes to own the fundamental Dottrine 
of the Trinity as much as any others ; but 
he thinks, that three Perſons muſt have di- 
ſtint Subſtances to make them Perſons, but 
Jo as to make no Diviſion or Separation in 
the Godhead, and that he cannot conceive a 
Communication of the divine Eſſence with- 
out this ; muſt this preſently be run down 15 
Hereſie, when he aſſerts at the ſame time 
three Perſons in the ſame undivided F(- 
ſence ? But this is ſaid to be a Contraditi- 
on ; ſo it was in the other caſe and not al- 
lowd then, and why ſhould it be otherwiſe 
in this? I ſpeak not this to juſtifie ſuch Ex- 
plications, but to (hew that there us a dif- 
ference between the Herefie of denying an 
Article, and a miſtake in the Explication 
of it. Even the greateſt Hereſte-makers 
in the world, diſtinguiſh between Herejies 
an 
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and erroneous Explications of Articles of 
Faith, as any one may find that looks into 
them. And even the Inquiſitors of Hereſic 
themſelves allow the diſtinftio® between 
Hereſie and an erroneous Propoſition in 
Faith, which amounts to the ſame with a 
miſtaken Explication of it ; and they all 
grant that there may be Propoſitions that 
teud to Hereſie or ſavour of it, which can- 
not be condemned for Heretical. And even 
Divef?. In- Pegna condemns Melchior Canus for be- 
qniſit. part . , ! 
il queſt.2, #ng, too cruel in aſſerting it to te Herefie 
p. 226, fo contradid the general Senſe of Divines, 
becauſe the Schools cannot make Hereſics. 

2. It is frequently and ſolemnly affirmed 
abdeftexa- þy him, That the Unity of the Godhead is 
rb 7 the moſt real, eſſential, indiviſible, inſepa- 

rable Unity ; that there is but one divine 
Nature, which is originally in the Father, 
and is ſubſlantially communicated by 
P. +7, 28, the Father to the Son, as a diſtin ſub- 
ſiſting Perſon, by an eternal ineftable 
Generation, and to the Holy Ghoſt by 
an eternal and ſubſtantial Proceſſion from 
Father and Son, Do the others who main- 
tain a Trinity deny this * By no means. For 
we have already ſeen that they aſſert the 
fame thing. So that they are fully agreed 
as to the main fundamental Article. And 
even the Unitarians yield, that from the 
beginning 
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beginning he aſſerted, That the three di- 
vine Perſons are in one undivided Sub- 


XXV 


Notes on A” 
thanaſins 
hu Creed, 


ſtance. Wherein then lies the foundation Edit. .p. 
9. 


of this mighty Quarrel, and thoſe unreaſo- * 


nable Heats that Men have fallen into a- 
bout it ; to the great ſcandal of our Church 
and Religion 2 In ſhort it is this ; that the 


ſame Author aſſerts, (1.) That it is groſs modeſt exe- 


Sabellianiſm to ſay, That there are not ”* Þ 15 


three perſonal Minds, or Spirits, or Sub- 
ſtances. (2.) That a diſtin ſubſlantial 
Perſon muſt have a diſtin&t Subſtance of 
his own proper and peculiar to his own 
Perſon. But he owns, that although there 
are three diſtin& Perſons, or Minds, cach 
of whom is diſtintly and by himſelf Ged, 
yet there are not three Gods, but one 
God, or one Divinity ; which he ſaith, 
is intirely, and indiviſibly, and inſepa- 
rably in three diſtin Perſons or Minds. 
That the ſame one divine Nature is u hol- 
ly and entirely communicated by the e- 
ternal Father to the eternal Son and by 
the Father and Son to the eternal Spirit 
without any Diviſion or Separation; and 
ſo it remains one till. 

This is the ſubſtance of this new Explica- 
tion, which hath raiſed ſuch Flames, that 
Injunctions from authority were thought ne- 
refſary to ſuppreſs them, But thoſe can 
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reach no farther than the reſtraint of Mens 
Tongues and Pens about theſe matters, and 
unleſs ſomething be found out to ſatisfie their 
Minds and to remove Miſapprehenſons, 
the preſent Feat may be only cover d over 
and kept in; which when there i a vent 
given, may break out into a more dangerous 
Flame. 

Therefore I ſhall endeavour to ſtate and 
clear this matter ſo as to prevent any future 
Eruption thereof, which will be done by con- 
fidering how far they are agreed, and how 
far , he remaining difference ought to be Pur- 
ſaed. 

i. They are agreed, That there are 
three diſtin Perions and but one God- 
head. 

2. That there are no ſeparate and di- 
vided Subſtances in the Trinity ; but the 
divine Nature is wholly and entirely one 
and undivided. 

3. That the divine Eſſence is commu- 
nicated from the Father to the Son, and 
from both to the holy Spirit. So that 
the charge of Sabellianiſm on thoſe who re- 
jed this new Explication is without ground, 
For no Sabellian did or could aſſert a Com- 
munication of the divine Eſſence. 

Which being agreed on both fides, the 
Diſpute turns upon this fingle point, whe- 

ther 
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ther a communicated Eſſence, doth imply 
a diſtin Subſtance or or. On the one 
fide it is ſaid, That there being but one Remarks 
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NE the 
God, there can be but one divine Eſſence, ; tt 
and if more Eſſences more Gods. P. 33- 


On the other fide, that fince they own a 
communicated Eſſence neceſſary to make 
a diſtintion of Perſons in the Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, if the Eſſence be not diſtin, 
the foundation of di:tin& Perſonalities is 
taken away. But how is this clear'd by 
the other Party 2 They ſay, Thiat it is one Remarks 
peculiar Prerogative of the divine Nature Þ: 3+ 
and Subſtance, founded in its infinite and 
therefore tran{cendent Perfe&tion, where- 
by it is capable of reſiding in more Per- 
ſons than one, and is accordingly com- 
7 municated from the Father to the Son 
3 and Holy Ghoſt, 
\ So that the Communication of the di- 
2 vine Nature is owned to the Perſons of 
the Son and Holy Ghoſt. But how then 
comes it not to make a diſtinit Eſſence, as 
it makes diſtini Perſons, by being commu- 
vicated ? 
The anſwer we ſee is, That it is a pecu- 
liar Prerogative founded on the infinite 
and therefore tranicendent Perte&tion of 
the divine Nature. But they further add, 
That when the Son and Holy Ghoſt are *: 3% 
{aid 
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ſaid to have the ſame divine Nature from 
the Father, as the Origin and Fountain 
of the Divinity; not by the Production 
of a new divine Nature but by a Com- 
munication of his own ; which is one 
and the ſame in all three without Sepa- 
ration, Difference, or Diſtiattion ; that 
this is indeed a great Myſtery, which 
hath been always look'd upon by the 
greateſt and wilſeſt Men in the Church, 
to be above all Expreſſions and Deſcri- 
prion. 

So that the greateſt difficulty is at laſt 
reſolved into the incomprehenſible Perfefti- 
0n of the divine Nature; and that neither 
Man nor Angels can give a fatisfatory 
an{wer to Enquirics about the manner of 
them. Aud the Author of the Animad- 
verſions ſaith, That in the divine Pers 
ſons of the Trinity, the divine Nature 
and the perſonal Subſiſtence coaleſce in- 
to one, by an incomprehenſible, ineffa- 
ble kind of Union and ConjunQiion. 

But do thoſe on the other fide think, that 
the aſſerting three diſtinft Subſtances in 
one and the ſame individual Subſtance tends 
to clear and explain the Notion of the Tri- 
nity and make it more eajie and intelligible? 
The Divinity, they ſay, is whole, 1ntire, 
indiviſfible, and inleparable in all three, 

But 
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But can one whole entire indivifible Sub- 
ſtance be aftually divided into three Sub- 
ſtances > For if every Perſon muſt have a 
peculiar Subſtance of his own ; and there be 
three Perſons, there muſt be three peculiar 
Subſtances, and how can there be three pe- 
culiar Subjtances, and yet but one entire 
and indivitrble Subſtance? I do not ſay, 
there muſt be three divided Subſtances in 
place, or ſeparate Subſtances, but they muſt 
be divided as three Individuals of the 
fame kind, which muſt introduce a Speci- 
fick Divine Nature, which 7 think very in- 
conſiſtent with the divine Perfeflions ; but 
of this at large in the following Diſcourſe. 

I do not lay any force upon this argument, 
that there can be no ground of the Di- 


Tritheiſm 
charged, p. 


ſtintion between the three Subſtances, 52. 


if there be but one Subſtance in the God- 
head, ( as ſome have done) becauſe the 
ſame Subſtance cannot both unite and 
diſtinguiſh them ; for the ground of the 
diſtinition 1s not the Subſtance but the 
Communication of zt, and where that is 
ſo freely aſſerted, there is a reaſon diſtintt 
fromthe Subltance it ſelf, which makes the 
DiſtinC&tion of Perſons. 

But the difficulty ſtill remains, how each 
Perſon ſhould have a Subſtance of his own ;; 
and yet there be but one entire and indjvi- 
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ſible Subſtance, for every.Perſon muſt have 
a proper Subſtance of his own ; or elſe accor- 
ding to this Hypotheſis, he can be no Fer- | 
fon; and this peculiar Subſtance muſt be Þ 
really diſtint from that Subſtance which is | 
inthe other two : ſo that here muſt be three 
diſtinit Subſtances in the three Perſons. 
But how then can there be but one individu- | 
al Eſſence in all three > We may conceive ft. 
one common Fſſence to be individuated in 
three Perſons, as it is in Men; but it is 
impoſſible to ceaceive the ſame individual 
Eſſence to be in three Perſons, which have 
peculiar Subſtances of their own. For the 
Subjtances belonging to the I erſous, are the 
ſame Eſſence iudividuated in thoſe Perſons : Þ 
and fo there is no avoiding making three in- 1 } 
dividual Eſſences and one ſpecifick or com- | 
mon divine Nature. And Maimonides 
his argameat is con/iderable againſt more 
Gods than one; It, ſaith he, there be two 
More Ne- Gods, there mu.t be fomething wherein 
—__ they agree, and ſomething wherein they 
difter ; that wherein they agree muſt be 
that whith makes each o: them God ; 
and thr} wherein they differ muſt make 
them two Gods. Now wherein doth this 
differ from the preſent Hypotheſis ? There 
is ſomething wherein they differ, and that 
is their proper Subſtance ; but Maimonides 
thought | 
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thought that wherein they difter'd ſufficient 
to make them two Gods. So that I fear 
it will be impoſſible to clear this Hypothe- 
ſis as to the re:onciling three individual Ef- 
ſences with one individual divine Eſlence, 
which looks too like aſſerting that there are 
three Gods and yet but one. And the Au- 
thor of this Explication doth at laſt confeſs, 
that three- diſtinct whole inſeparable 14 ex- 
Sames, are hard to conceive as to the ©7239: 
manner of it. Now to what purpoſe are 
new Explications /tarted and Diſputes 
raiſed and carried on ſo warmly about them, 
if after all, the main difficulty be confeſs'd 
to be above our Comprehenſion? We had 
much better ſatisfie our ſelves with that 
Language which the Church bath recei'd 
and is expreſs d in the Creeds, than go a- 
bout by new Terms, to raiſe new Ferments, 
eſpecially at a time, when our united For- 


$ ces are moſt neceſſary againſt our common 


Adverſaries. No wiſe and good Men can 


7 be fond of any new Inventions, when the 


Peace of the Church is hazarded by them. 
And on the other fide, it is as dangerous to 
make new Hereiies as new Explications. 
If any one denies the Doctrine contained i1 
the Nicene Creed, that is no new Herelie j 
but how can ſuch deny the Son to be conſub- 
ſtantial to the _ who aſſert one and 

the 
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the ſame indiviſible Subſtance in the Father 
and the Sou? But they may contradict 
themſelves. That is not impoſyble on ei 
ther ſide. But doth it follow that they 
are guilty of Ferefie? Are not three Sub- 
ſtances and but'one a Contradiction ? No 
more, ſay they, than that a communica- 
ted Subſtance zs not diſtinit from that 
which did communicate. But this whole 
diſpute we find is at laſt reſolved into the 
infinite and unconcervable PerfeCtions of the 
Godhead, where it is moſt ſafely lodged ; 
and that there is no real Contradiftion 
in the DoRrine it ſelf, is part of. the de- 
frgn of the Diſcourſe afterwards. 
But here it will be neceſſary to take no- 
tice of what the Unitarians have objetted 
Conſuterat. againſt this new Explication, viz. That 
on the Ex- ; . . 
>licarion of 1© Was condemned by the ancients in the 
:beTrinity, Peron of Philoponus ; 1n- the middle A- 
<c. P- 12- ges, in the Perton and Writings of Abbot 
Foachim ; but more leverely ſince the Re- 
jormation, in :the Perſon of Yalentinus 
Genti/is, who was condemned at Geneva, 
and beheaded at Ber for this .very Do- 
Ctrine. 
To theſe I ſhall give a diſtint anſwer : 
1. As to Joh Philoponus, 7 do free, 
own, that in the Greek Church, when in 
the ſixth Century he broached his opinion, 
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That every Hypoſtaſis muſt have the 
common Nature individuated in it, thzs 
was look'd upon as a Doitrine of dangerous 
conſequence, both with reſpett to the Trini- 
ty and Incarnation. The latter was the firſt 


XXX111 


occaſion of t ; for as Leontius obſerves, Leont. de 


the diſpute did not begin about the Trinity, 
but about the Incarnation ; and Philoponus 
took part with thoſe who aſſerted but one 
Nature in Chriſt after the Vaion, and he 


Seas 
AQ. 5. 


went upon this ground, That if there were ' 


two Natures there muſt be two Hypoltales, 
becauſe Nature and Hypoſtaſis were the 
ſame. Then thoſe on the Churches fade, 
faith Leontius, objected, That if they were 
the ſame, there muſt be three diſtinit Na- 
tures in the Trinity, as there were three 
Hypoſtaſes ; which Philoponus . yielded, 
and grounded himſelf on Ariſtotle's Do- 
arine, that there was but one common Sub- 
ſtance and ſeveral individual Subſtances, 
aud lo held it was in the T; rinity, whence he 
was called the leader of the Herefie of the 
Trithciits. 7hw is the account given by 
Leontias who lived very near his time, A. 
D. 620. The ſame is affirmed of him by 


Nicephorus, and that he wrote a Book on Nicephi. 


purpnſe about the Union of two Natures in 
Chriſt, out of which he produces his own 
words concerning a common and individual 

þb 2 Nature, 
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Natare, ( which he calls wee ixgamTw 0 7727+ 
Zw) which can agree to none elſe. And 
the main argument he went upon was this, 
that unleſs we aſſert a" ſingular Nature in 
the Hypoſtales, we muſt ſay, that the 
whole Trinity was incarnate ; as unleſs there 
be a ſingular humane Nature diſtinft from 
the common, Chriſt muſt aſſume the whole 
Nature of Mankind. And this argument 
from the Incarnation, was that which made 
Roſcelin, tn the beginning of the diſputing 
Age, A. D. 1093, to aſſert, That the 
three Perions were three things diſtinct 
from each other, as three Angels or three 
Men, becaule otherwiſe the Incarnation 
of the ſecond Perion could not be under- 
ſtood, as appears by Anlelm's Epiſtles, and 
his Book of the Incarnation written upon 


that occaſion. But as Arſelm ſhews at 


large, if this argument rold, it muſt prove 
the three Perſons not only to be diltinCt, 
:Þut ſeparate and divided Subltances, 
(which 1s direftly contrary to this new Ex- 
plication) and then there is no avoiding 
Tritheiſm. But to return to Joh. Philo- 


ponus, who, ſaith Nicephorus, divided | 


the indiviſible Nature ot God into three 
Individuals as among Men: Which, ſaith 
he, is repugnant to the Senſe of the Chri- 
{tian Church; and he produces the Teſti- 


mony 
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mony of Gregory Nazianzen againſt it, 
and adds, that Leontius aud Georgius 
Piſides confuted Philoponus. 

But in that divided time. there were 
ſome called Theodofiani, who made but 
one Nature and one Hypoſtaſis; and /o 
fell in with the Sabellians ; but others held, 


C 49. 


# That there was one immutable divine 
| Eſſence, but each Perſon had a diſlin&t 


individual Nature : which the reſt charged 
with Tritheilm. Which conſequence they 
utterly rejefted, becauſe although they held 


three diſtin Natures, ye! they ſaid, They 
y were but one God, becauſe there was but 
4 one invariable Divinity in them. Nice- 
EZ phorus ſaith, that Conon's Followers re- 
& jetted Philoponus ; but Photius mentions 


a conference between Conon and others, a- Phot Bib. 
but Philoponus, wherein he defends him = orgs 
againſt other Severians. Photius grants, 


; that Conon and his Followers held a con- 


ſubſtantial Trinity and the Unity of the 


2 Godhead, and ſo far they were Ortho- 
& dox : but faith, They were tar from it, 
g when they aſſerted proper and peculiar 
$ Subſtances to each Perſon. 


7 he diff erence 
between Conon and Philoponus about this Phot Cod. 


& point, (for Conon wrote againſt Philopo- * 


nus about the Reſurreftion) ſeems to have 


$ been partly in the Dotrine, but chiefly in 
b 


3Z the 
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the conſequence of it ; for theſe rejeed all 
kind of Tritheiſm, which Philoponus ſaw 
well enough muſt follow from his Dottrine, 
but he denied any real Diviſion or Separa- . 
tion in thoſe Subſtances as to the Deity. | 
16d. Orig. Tfidore ſaith, That the Tritheiſts owned 
wha rf three Gods, as well as three Perlons ; 
| nit. and that if God be faid to be Triple, 
| there muſt follow a Plurality of Gods. 
But there were others called Triformiani, 
Aug. de of whom $8. Avguſtin ſpeaks. Who held 
herel©74- the three Perlons to be three diſtinct 
parts, which being united made one God; 
which, ſaith he, is repugnant to the di- 
I! vine PerfeAion. 
4 0 But among theſe Severians, there were 
3! '}} three ſeveral opinions: | 
1. Of Philoponus, who held one com- 
| mon Nature and three Individual. 
Fl 2, Of thoſe who ſaid there was but one c 
(4; Nature and one Hypolſtaſis. F 
0-0 3. Of thoſe who affirm'd there were three Rt * 
wo diſtinft Natures, but withal, that there | 
was but. one indivifible Godhead ; and / 
theſe differ d from Philoponus in the main | * 
ground of Tritheiſm, which was, -that he 
held the common Nature 7» the Trinity, / 
#0 be only a ſpecifick Nature, and ſuch a; 
it i among Men. For Philoponus himſelf t 
* | in the words which Nicephorus prodigy Þ 
T 2 BR oth 
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doth aſſert plainly, that the common Nu 
Fure 15 ſeparated from the Individuals, T5 
AF emwls, by a mere at of the ind ; 


| fo that he allow'd no individual Unity in the 


divine Nature, but what was in the ſeveral 
Perſons ; as the common Nature of Man is 
a Notion of the Mind, as it is al/trafted 
from the ſeveral Individuals, wherein alone 
it really ſubſiſls ; ſo that here is an apparent 
difference between the Doftrine of Joh. 
Philoponus and the new Explication, for 
herein the moſt real, eſſential and indivi- 


ſible Unity of the divine Nature 7s afſer- Mar exa- 
ted ; and it is ſaid to be no Species, be- 9 P-19- 


cauſe 1t 15 but one, aud ſoit could not be 
condemned in Joh. Philoponus 

2. Wenowcome to Abbat Joachim, whoſe 
Dottrine ſeems to be as much miſtaten, as 
tt 13 repreſented in the Decretal, where the 
Condemnation of it by the Lateran Coun- 
cilzs extant. But here I cannot but obſerve 
what grear Authority theſe Unitarians gzve 
to this Lateran Council, as if they had a 
Mind to ſet up Tranſubſtantiation by iz, 
which they ſo often parallel with the Trini- 
ty- Thence in their late Diſcourſe they 


ſpeak of it as the moit general Council D:/com/zof 


that was ever called, and that what was 


there defined, it was made Hereſie to op- Trinit p ; 


poſe it. But by their favour, we neither 
b 4 own 
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own this to have been a general Council, 
nor that it had Authority to make that 
Herefic which was not ſo before. But that 
Council might aſſert the Doitrine of the Tri- 
nity truly, as it had been receiv'd, and 
condemn the opinion of Joachim juſtly But 
what it was, they do not or would not ſeem 
to underſtand. Joachim was a great En- 


thuſtaſt, Þut no deep Divine (as Men of 


that Feat ſeldom are} and he had many 
Diſputes with Peter Lombard in hs Life, 
"at. jo as the Virdicator of Joachim confeſſes. Af- 
pol. Joa- 7er his Death, a Book of his was found, tax- 
chim Ab- zyg Peter Lombard with ſome ſtrange Do- 
bt, ©.65: rine about the 7 rinity, wherein he called 
Decrer. him Heretick and Madman ; this Book was 
_—_ 1: complained of in the Lateran Council, and 
= pon Examination it was found, that in- 
ſtead of charging Peter Lombard juſtly, he 
was fallen into Hereſte himſelf, which was 
denying the eſſential Unity of the three Per- 
ſons, and making it to be Unity of Conſent, 
He granted that they were one Eſlence, 
one Nature, one Subſtance: but how ? 
Not by any true proper Unity, but Simi- 
lirudinary and Collective, as they called 
it, as many Men are one People, and many 
Believers make one Church. Whence Tho- 
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epuſc. 24. tO the Arian Hereſie. Jr is ſufficient to 
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my purpoſe, that he denied the individual 
Unity of the divine Fſſerxce, which cannot 
be charged on the Author of the new Ex- 
plication, and ſo this comes not home to 
the purpoſe. 

3- But the laſt charge is the moſt terri- 
ble, for it not pnly ſets down the Herefie, 
but the capital puniſhment which follow'd 
it. Tet I ſhall make it appear, (notwith- 
ftanding the very warm Proſecution of ir by 
another hand } that there is a great diffe- 
rence between the Doftrine of Valentinus 
Gentilis, and that which is aſſerted in this 
Explication. 

1. In the Sentence of his Condemnation 
it is expreſſed, That he had been guilty 
of the vileſt Scurrility and moſt horrid 
Blaſphemies againſt the Son of God and 
the glorious Myſtery of the Trinity. But 
can any thing of this Nature be charged up- 
on one, who hath not only written in De- 
fence of it, but ſpeaks of it with the high- 
eſt Veneration ? 

2. In the ſame Sentence it is ſaid, That 
ie acknowledged the Father only to be 
that infinite Gcd which we ought to wor- 
ſhip, which is plain Blaſphemy againſt 
the Son. But can any Men ever think to 
make this the ſame caſe with one, who makes 
uſe of that as one of his chief ep—_— 

That 
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Modeſtexa- That the three Perſons are to be worſhip- 
"mp ped with a diſtin divine Worſhip 

3. 1t is charged upon him, That he cal- 
led the Trinity a mere human Invention, 
not ſo much as known to any Catholick 

| Creed. and dire&tly contrary to the Word 
Brief 4:- of God. But the Author here charged, 
p.40 bath made it his buſineſs to prove the Do- 
ftrine of the Trinity to be grounded on Scri- 
pture and to vindicate it from the Obje- 

ions drawn from thence againſt it. 

4. One of the main Articles of his charge 

Brief Ac- was, That he made three Spirits of diffe- 

mg = rent Order and Degree, that the Father 

43-45- is the one only God, by which the Son 

and Holy Ghoſt are excluded maniteſtly 

from the Unity of the Godhead ; But the 

—_ exa- Perſon charged with his Herefie ſaith , 

*Þ-22 The Reaſon why we muſt not ſay three 

Gods, is, becauſe there is but one and 

the ſame Divinity in them all; and that 
entirely, indivifibly, inſeparably. 

But it is ſaid, that although there may be 
ſome differences, yet they agree in aſſer- 
ting, That there are three diſtin eternal 
Spirits or Mindsin the Trinity ; and Ge- 
nebrard is brought into the ſame Hereſjie 

Genebrard 1y;zh them But Genebrard with great in- 
de Trinit. ,. ; : ; : - 
1. 2. p. 91. Aignation rejetts the Dofrine of Valenti- 
nus Gentilis, becauſe he held an Inequality 

ut 
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in the Perſons, and denied the individual 
Unity of the Godhead in them ; but be faith, 
he follow'd Namaſcen in aſſerting three re- 
al Hvypoſlaſes ; and he utterly denies Tri- 
theiſm, and he brings a multitude of rea- 
fons, why the charge of Tritheifri doth not 
lie againſt his opinion, although he owns 
the Hypoſtaſes ?o be three diſtin indi- 
viduals, but then he adds, That there is 
an indiviſible and inſepirable Union of 
the divine Nature in al] three Perſons. 

Now to deal as impartially in this matter 
as may be, I do not think our underſtand- 
ings one jot helped in the Notion of the 
Trinity by this Hypotheſis ; But that it is 
liable to us great difficulties as any other, 
and therefore none ought to be fond of it, 
or tb ſet it againſt the general Senſe of 0- 
thers, and the current Expreſſions of Di- 
vines about theſe Myſteries ; nor to call 
the different opinions of others Herclie or 
Nonſenſe, which are provoking Words, and 
tead very much to inflame Mens Paſſions, 
becauſe their Faith and Underſtanding are 
both call d in queſtion, which are very ten- 
der things. 

But on the other fide, a difference ought 
to be made between the Herejie and Blaſ- 
phemy of Valentinus Gentilis, and the 0- 
pinion of ſuch who maintain the —— 
| an 
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and indiviſible Unity of the Godhead ; but 
withal, believe that every Perſon hath au in- 
dividual Subſtance as a Perſon, and that Sa- 
bellianiſm cannot be avoided otherwiſe. 
Wherein I think they are miſtaken, and that 
the Fathers were of another opinion ; and 
that our Church owns but one Subltance in 
the Godhead, as the Weſtern Church al- 
ways did, (which made ſuch difficulty about 
receiving three Hypoſtaſes, becauſe they 
took ypoſtaſis for a Subſtance) but yet 
ſee no reaſon why thoſe who aſſert three Hy- 
polſtaſes, aud mean three individual Sub- 
ſtances ſhould be charged with the Hereſie 
of Valentinus Gentilis, or ſo much as with 
that of Abbar Joachim or Philoponus, be- 
cauſe they all rejefted the individual Unity 
of the divine Nature, which is conſtantly 
maintained by the Defenders of the other 
Hypothelis. 

But it is ſaid and urged with vehemency, 
that theſe two things are inconſiſtent with 
each other ; that it is going forward and 
backward, being Orthodox in one Breath 
and otherwiſe in the next; that all this 
looks like ſhuffling and concealing the true 
meaning, and atting the old Artifices un- 
der a different Form. For the Samoſate- 
nians aud Arians, when they were pinched, 
ſeem'd very Orthodox in their Expreſſions, 
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but retained their Flerefies ſtill in their 
Minds ; and there is reaſon to ſuſpett the 
ſame Game is playing over again, and we 
cannot be too cautious in a matter of ſuch 
Conſequence. 

[ grant very great caution is needfull, 
but the mixture of ſome Charity with it 
will do no hurt, Why ſhould we ſuſpet 
thoſe to be inwardly falſe, and to think 0- 
therwiſe than they ſpeak, who have ſhew'd 
wo want of Courage and Zeal, at a time 
when ſome thought it Prudence to ſay no- 
thing, and never call'd upon their Superi- 
ours then to own the caule of Ged, and to 
do their Duties as they have now done, and 
that in no very obliging manner? And if 
the ſame Men can be cool and unconcerned 
at ſome times, (when there was ſo great 
reaſon to be otherwiſe) and of a ſudden 
grow very warm, and even to boil over with 
Zeal; the World is ſo ill natur'd, as to be 
too apt to conclude there is ſome other caaſe 
of ſuch an alteration than what openly ap- 
pears. But there is a kind of bitter Zeal, 
which is ſo fierce and violent, that it ra- 
ther inflames than heals any Wounds that 
are made ; and is of ſo malignant a Nature, 
that it ſpreads and eats like a Cancer, and 
if a ſtop were not given to it, it might en- 
danzer the whole B:dy. I amwery ſenſible 


how 
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and indiviſible Unity of the Godhead ; but 
withal, believe that every Perſon hath au in- 
dividual Subſtance as a Perſon, and that Sa- 
bellianiſm cannot be avoided otherwiſe. 
Wherein I think they are miſtaken, and that 
the Fathers were of another opinion ; and 
that our Church owns but one Subltance in 
the Godhead, as the Weſtern Church al- 
ways did, (which made ſuch difficulty about 
receiving three Hypoſtaſes, becauſe they 
took ypoſtaſis for a Subſtance) but yet 
ſee no reaſon why thoſe who aſſert three Hy- 
poſtaſes, aud mean three individual Sub- 
ſtances ſhould be charged with the Fereſie 
of Valentinus Gentilis, or ſo much as with 
that of Abbar Joachim or Philopohus, be- 
cauſe they all rejefed the individual Unity 
of the divine Nature, which i conſtantly 
maintained by the Defenders of the other 
Hypothelis. 

But it is ſaid and urged with vehemency, 
that theſe two things are inconſiſtent with 
each other ; that it is going forward and 
backward, being Orthodox in one Breath 
and otherwiſe in the next; that all this 
looks like ſhuffling and concealing the true 
meaning, and atting the old Artifices un- 
der a different Form. For the Samoſate- 
nians and Arians, when they were pinched, 
ſeem'd very Orthodox in their Expreſſions, 
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But retained their Flerefies ſtill in their 
Minds ; and there is reaſon to ſuſpeit the 
ſame Game is playing over again, and we 
cannot be too cautious in a matter of ſuch 
Conſequence. 

I grant very great caution is needfull, 
but the mixture of ſome Charity with it 
will do no hurt, Why ſhould we ſuſpet 
thoſe to be inwardly falſe, and to think 9- 
therwiſe than they ſpeak, who have ſhew'd 
no want of Courage and Zeal, at a time 
when ſome thought it Prudence to ſay no- 
thing, and never call'd upon their Superi- 
ours then to own the caule of Gcd, and to 
do their Duties as they have now done, and 
that in no very obliging manner ? And if 
the ſame Men can be cool and unconcerned 
at ſome times, (when there was ſo great 
reaſon to be otherwiſe) and of a ſudden 
grow very warm, and even to boil over with 
Zeal; the World is ſo ill natur'd, as to be 
too apt to conclude there is ſome other cauſe 
of ſuch an alteration than what openly ap- 
pears. But there is a kind of bitter Zeal, 
which is ſo fierce and violent, that it ra- 
ther inflames than heals any Wounds that 
are made; and is of ſo malignant a Nature, 
that it ſpreads and eats like a Cancer, and 
if a ſtop were not given to it, it might en- 
danzer the whole Brdy. I amwery ſenſible 
how 
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how little a Man conſults his own eaſe, who 

offers to interpoſe in a diſpute between Men 

of Feat and Animoſity ; but this moves me 

very little, when the intereſt of our Church 

anl Religion is concerned, which ought to 
prevail more than the feay of diſpleaſing 

one or other Party, or it may be both. I 
© ob heartily wiſh, that all uho 
609 Away nes are equally concerned in the 
np pi R_—_ ef: di- common Cauſe, would lay aſide 
_— —_— Feats, and Prejudices, and 
nn q_ _ rd Words, ed conſider thi, 


mam vicifſim ſuam ro- 
dere ac lacerare cripris matter inpartially ; aud # FE 
rior, rnquam elle ge qaeſion, Cut they will ſe 
in Angiportis feſe luro cauſe 0 judge, as 17 do, that 
46h —_ —_ the difference is not ſo great as 
Pr:eam, p. 4s. our Adverſaries for their own 
advantage make it tobe. And 
ſince both fides yield, that the matter they 
diſpute about is above their reach, the wi- 
feſt courſe they can rake 1s to aſſert and de- 
fend what is revealed, and not to be too per- 
emptory and quarrelſom aboat that which is 
acknowledged to be above our comprehenfi- 
on, I mean as to the manner how the three 
Perſons partake of the divine Nature. n 
It would be of the moſt fatal conſequence 
to us, if thoſe Weapons, which might be ſo 
uſefully imployd againſt our common Ad- 
ver{aries, ſhould till be turned upon one 


another. 
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another. I know no manner of advantage 
they have againſt us, but from thence, and 
this is it wbich makes them write with ſuch 
Taſolence and Scorn towards thoſe who are 
far their Superiours in Learning and Wit, 
as well as in the Goodneſs of their cauſe, 
And is it poſſible that ſome of our moſt skil- 
full Fencers ſhould play Prizes before them, 
who plainly animate them*tagainſt each other 
for their own Diverſion and Intereſt > Some- 
times one hath the better, ſometimes the 0- 
ther, and one 1s cried up in Oppoſition to 
the other, but taken alone is uſed with the 
greateſ? Contempt. One Man's work is ſaid 


to be learned and accurate, and the more, Comſiderat. 


becauſe zt follows, that he concerns nor 


on the Ex- 


f- 


lication by 


himſelf with the Socinians. 7he wiſer Dr.W.&c. 
Man no doubt, for that Reaſon. At ano- © '* 


ther time it is called the Birth of the Moun- 
tains, aud the Author parallel d with no 
leſs a Man than Don Quixot, and his ela- 
borate Writings with his Adventures, and 
they ridicule his Notion of Modes as if they 
were only ſo many Gambols and Poltures. 
And then for bis Adverſary, they hearten 
and incourage him all they can; they tell 
him, He muſt not allow to the other the 
leaſt- Title of all he contends for, /eaſt 
their ſport ſhould be ſpoiled; and to coms 
fort him, they tell him, that his Adver- 


fary 
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fary is a Socinian at bottem, and doth not 
P. 25 {nowzt; that all his Thingums, Modes, 
Prop:rties are only an Addition of Words 
and Names, and not of Perſons properly 
{o called, and that his whole Scheme is 
nothing but Socinianiſm dreſt up in the 
abſurd Cant of the Schools. That his 
P.19. Book hath much more Scurrility than 
Argument, that his uſage of him was 
barbarous, and a greater Solceciſm in man- 
ners, than any he accuſes him of in Gram- | 
mar or Speech ; and in (ort, That his Ex- 
P. 13- plication of the Trinity is a great Piece of Þ 


: 


& 


| 
L 
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] 
, 
, 
( 


Nonſenſe, (though it comes ſonear to Soci- Þ 
nianiſm.) But how doth the other Anta- R 
goniſt eſcape 2 What, nothing but good 
Words to him> In this place they had 
a mind to keep him in heart, and only 
charge him with a Herefie which they laugh 
at; but in another place, they ſet him 
out with ſuch colours, as (hew they intended 
only to play one upon the other. They charge 

Defence of him not only with Herefie but Polytheiſm, 

whe Norer Which, they ſay, is next to Atheiſm ; 

fs. bs, that his Vindication is a {upercilious; dif- 

Creed p.24. dainfull and peeviſh Anſwer: that he had 

*31- neither Humanity nor good Vianners left: 
that there is nothing conſiderable in his 
Books but what he borrow'd from Them. 
Theſe are ſome of the Flowers which they 

beſtow 
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8 Beſkow on theſe Perſons of Reputation in 


| Polemick Squabble as they call it, which 


s plainly ſhew, that their aim is, as much as 
* may be, to divide and then to expoſe us. And 
| ſhall we ſtill go on to gratifie this inſulting 

Humour of theirs, by contending with one 
s another, and afford them ſtill new matter 
© for Books againſt both? As we may ſee in 
their late Diſcourſe about Nominal and 
8 Real Trinitarians, which was intended for 

a rare ſhew, wherein the two Parties are 

2 repreſented as combating with one another, 

J and they land by and triumph over theſe 

Z Cadmean Brethren, as they call them. 

| Neither are they the Socinians only, but 
J thoſe who deſpiſe all Religion (who I doubt 
Y are the far greater number) are very much 
q entertained with ſuch encounters between 

} Men of Wit and Parts, becauſe they think, 

and they do not think amiſs, that Religion it 

4 ſelf will be the greateſt ſufferer by them at 

laſt: And this is the moſt dangerous, but 

* 7 hope not the moſt prevailing Party of Men 

i among us. The Socinians profeſs them- 

2 ſelves Chriſtians, and T hope are ſo, (eſpe- 
© cially if but One Article of Faith be requi« 
J red to make men ſo) but I cannot but obs 

7 ſerve that in the late Socinian Pamphlets, 
* there is too ſtrong a biaſs towards Deiſm, 

8 (which conſideration alone ſhould make us 
| t wnte 
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unite and Iook more narrowly to their ſteps.) 
IT do not charge their Writers with a pro- 
l feſſed deſign to advance Deilm among us ; 
if but their way of managing their Diſputes, 
| 7s as if they had a mind to ſerve them. And 
""g" ſuch men who are Enemies to all revealed 
ot. Religion, could not find out better Tools for 
1s their purpoſe than they are. For they 
4 kuow wery well, that in ſuch a Nation as 
ours, which is really concerned for the Pro- 
feſſion of Religion one way or other, there u Þ 
0 opening profeſſed Schools of Atheiſm ; | 
but the deſign muſt be carried on under ſome 
ſhew of Religion. And nothing ſerves their & 

turn ſo well, as ſetting up natural Religion 

in oppoſition to Revealed. For thu us the 

way by degrees to looſen and unhingeF 

the Faith of moſt Men, which with great 

reaſon is built on the Scripture as the ſureſt b | 
foundation. 8 
But here it is fit to obſerve the ſeveral : 


—— 
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ſteps they take in order to this advancing 
T% Deiſm, and kow our Unitarians have com- 
Ms plied with all of them. x 
Wde'd:. I. The firſt point they are to gain is, The 
; cfſening the Authority of Scripture, andÞ | 


" 
#! | [# if this be once done, they know Mens Minds 
WA will be left ſo roving and uncertain, that | 
Wh it: they will ſoon fall into Scepticiſm and Infi-Þ | 
il delity. # 
'y I. ZheF 
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.) 6 Il. 7he next w, to repreſent Church-men 
ro. © as Perſons of Intereſt and Deſign, who 
maintain Religion only becauſe it ſupports 
es, © them; and this they call Priett-Cratt, aud 
nd Þ if they can by this means take away their 
ed 8 Authority too, the way lies ſtill more open 
for | for them; for it is' more eajie to make a 
bey i Prey of the Flock, when the Shepherds 
as are ſuſpetted only to look after their Fleeces. 
ro- I Since ſuch a ſuſpicion takes away all Truſt 
eu © and Confidence in their Guides ; and they 
m ; © Know very well, how little others will be a- 
ome © ble to defend themſelves. 
Yeirk: II. Another ſtep is, to magnifie the De- 
501 iſts as Men of Probity and good Senſe ; 
the © that aſſert the juſt Liberties of Mankind, 
inge (3, 9gainſt that terrible thing called Prieſt- 
reat | Craft ; and that would reſcue Religion from 
reſt falſe Gloſſes and abſurd Notions taken up 
| from the Schools and taught in the Univer- 
eral 5 fities, on purpoſe to keep under thoſe Princi- 
ing ples of univerſal Liberty as to Opinions, 
which thoſe of freer Minds endeavour to pro- 
mote, But eſpecially they are great Ene- 
The mies to all Myſteries of Faith, as wnreaſo- 
and nable Impoſitions on thoſe of more refined 
nds Underſtandings, and of clear and diſtin 
that Perceptions, as they have learnt to expreſs 
Inf themſelves. Theſe they account intolerable 
; ©Oſurpdtions on Men of ſuch Elevations as 
The ce them. 
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themſelves; for Myſteries are only for the 
Mob, and not for Perſons of ſuch noble 
Capacities. 

IV. The laſt thing is, to repreſent all 
Religions as indifferent, ſince they agree in 
the common Frinciples of natural Religion, 
eſpecially the nity of God, and all the 
reſt is but according to the differnt Inven- 
tions of Men, the skill of the Contrivers, 
and the ſeveral Humors and Inclinations of 
Mankind. ; 

Theſe are the chief Myſteries of Deiſm 
in our Age ; for even Deiſm hath its My- 4 
ſterics, and zt is it ſelf a Myſtery of Ini- F | 
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quity, which I am afraid is too much works | 
ing already among us, and will be more if 4 
no effettual ſtop be put to it. 

T call it Deilm, becauſe that Name ob- 
tains now, as more plauſible and modiſþ ; 
for Atheiſm i a rude unmannerly Word, | 
and expoſes Men to the RabBle, and makes | 
Perſons ſhun the company and avoid the Con- 
wverſation and Dealing with ſuch who are 
noted for it. And this would be a mighty | 
Prejudice to them, as to their Intereſts in : 
this World, which they have reaſon to value. FP 

But to bea Deiſt, ſeems to be only a ſet- [ | 
ting up for having more Wit, than to beF 
cheated by the Prietts, and impoſed upon by | 
the common Forms of Religion, which ſerve 

wel; 
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ve | well enough for ordinary People that want 
le I Senſe, and are not Skill d in Demonſtrati- 

| ons ; but the Deiſts are ſo wiſe as to ſee 
all Þ through all theſe things. And therefore this 
in | name gains a Reputation among all ſuch az 
m, [1 hate Religion, but know not how otherwiſe 
he © to diſtinguiſh themſelves from profeſſed A4- 
-u- © theiſts, which they would by no means be 
rs, © taken for ; although if they be preſſed home, 
of | very few among them will ſincerely own any 

: more than a Series of Cauſes, without any 
ſm | intelleftual A 1 which they call God. 
{y- 4 A ſtrange God without Wiſdom, Goodneſs, 
ni- þ3 Jſtice or Providence ! 
rk | But I am now to ſhew, how in all theſe 
e if [| points the preſent Unitarians have been ve- 

: ry ſerviceable to them, in the Books which 
ob. $7 they have lately publiſhed and diſperſed 
(þ | 1 both in City and Country. 
ord, (1 1. As tothe Authority of Scripture : They 
akes 11 have been already juſtly expoſed for under- 
Con _ the Authority of $. John's Golpel, a 
are | by muſtering up all the Arguments of the old ,, if the 
chty 3 Hereticks againſt it, and giving no anſwers He 
ir in fato them. And what defence have they ſince =_ NY 
alue, 1 made for themſelves > No other but this ve- 
ſet”) trifling one, that they repeat their Rea» ,,.,..., 
; 1 ({ fons but do not affirm them. What zs the br. Bull, 
w by [1 meaning of this? If they are true, why do P: 4 
erve [1 they not affirm them? If they are falſe, why 
wel |} e 3 do 

| 


"2-2, 


Ws 


| Xx . —_— k _” 
is Sg % : Eb thts 4y CF & . w = 
= i 8 ; << 42 27 SS d 


The PREFACE. 


do they not anſwer them 2 Is this done like 
thoſe who believe the Goſpel of S. John to 
bedivine, to produce all the arguments they 
could meet with againſt it ; and never offer 
to ſhew the Weakneſs: and Unreaſonableneſs 
of them? Doth not this look like a deſign to 
farniſh the Deiſts with ſuch arguments as 
they could meet with againſt it 2 Eſpecial 
ly, when they ſay, That S. John doth not 
oppoſe them. Why then are theſe Argu- 
ments produced againſt his Goſpel: Men do 
not uſe to diſpute againſt their Friends, nor 
to tell the World what all People have ſaid 
againſt them, and give not a word of anſwer 
in vindication of them. But they ſay, The 
modern ©nitarians allow of the Goſpel 
and other Pieces of S. Fohyn, A very 
great favour indeed, to allow of them. 
But how far > As of divine Authority ? 
Not a word of that. But as ancient Books 


which they think it not fit for them to dif- | 
Hiſtory of pute againſt. But if the ancient Ebionites 


nita- : 
rs were their Predeceſlors, as they affirm, they 


can allow none but the Goſpel according to 


the Hebrews ; and muſt rejet the reſt and | 


all $. 'Paul's Epiſtles ; and in truth, they 
make him argue ſo little to the purpoſe, that 
they muſt have a very mean opinion of his 
Writings. But of theſe things in the Diſ- 
courſe it ſelf 

As 


Cd = {Hf Sadie < PER 3 OR =y = "IX 


nm$s & kc a as a... a 


The PREFACE. II 


As to Church-men, zo profeſſed De- 
iſts could expreſs themſelves more ſpitefully 
than they bave done, and that againſt thoſe 
to whom they profeſs the greateſt reſpect. 
* What then would they ſay of the reſt > They 
 fay in general, That it is natural to \World- confiarrar. 
! lings, to mercenary Spirits, to the timo- 9 he Ex- 
rous and ambitious; in a word, to all */997 
| ſuch as preferr not God before all other, ſbop, &c. 
whether Perſons or Conſiderations, to # 3: 
believe as they would have it. 
' But although the words be general, yet 
| any one that looks into them may jc0# find 
| that they were intended for ſuch Church- 
* men who had written againſt their opinions. 
' And the Infinuation is, that if it were not 
* for worldly Intereſts, they would own them 
| tobe inthe right. Whereas I am fully per- 
* ſwaded, that they have no way to defend 
| their Opinions, but to rejet the Scriptures 
and declare themſelves Deiſts ; and as long 
| as we retain a juſt Veneration for the Scri- 
! pture, we can be of no other Opinion, be« 
cauſe we look on their Interpretations as un- 
reaſonable, new, forced, and inconſiſtent 
with the circumſtances of Places and the 
main Scope and Tenor of the New Teſtament. 
But their Introdudion to the Anſwer to the 
late Archbiſhop's Sermons about the Tri- 
nity aud Incarnation, ſhew their Temper 
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ſufficiently as to all Church-men. He was 
the Perſon they profeſſed to eſteem and re- 
verence above all others, and confeſs that 
he inſtrufs them in the Air and Language 
of a Father, (which at leaſt deſerved a 
little more dutifull Language from them.) 
But ſome Mens fondneſs for their Opinions 
breaks all bounds of Civility and Decency ; 
for preſently after, mentioning 'the Archbi- 
ſhop and other Biſhops who had written a- 
gainſt them, they ſay it ſignifies nothing to 
the caſe, That they are great Penſioners 
of the World. For it is certain we have 
a mighty Propenſity to believe as 1s for 
our Jurn and Intereſt. And ſoon after, 
that their Oppoſers are under the power of 
ſuch fatal Biaſſes, that their Doctrine is 
the mor2 to be ſuſpeted becauſe it is 
theirs. For the reaſon why they main- 
tain the Doctrine of the Trinity is, be- 
caule they muſt. The plain meaning of 
all this is, that the late Archbiſhop (as well 
as the reſt) was a mere {elt-intereſted 
Man, ( which none who knew either the 
outſide or inſide of Lambeth could ever 
imagine) that if he were really againſt 
them ( as none could think otherwiſe, 
who knew him ſo well and ſo long as I did) 
it only ſhew'd what a ſtrange Power, In- 
tereſt hath in the Minds of all Church- 
men. But 
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But what Bias was it, which made him 
write with that Strength and Judgment a- 
gainſt their Opinions > Let us ſet aſide all 
Titles of Reſpe& and Honour as they de- 
fire, let Reaſon be compared with Reaſon ; 
and his Arguments with their Anſwers ; 
and it will be ſoon found that the advantage 
which he had, was not from any other Dig- 
nity than that of a clearer Judgment, and 
a much ſtronger way of Reaſoning Where- 
as their Anſwers are ſuch, as may well be 
ſur poſed to come from thoſe, who had ſome 


t ſuch Bias, that they muſt at leaſt ſeem to 


* anſwer what in truth they could not, As 
| hath been fully made appear in the Vindi- 


cation of him, to which uo reply hath been 
given, although other. Treatiſes of theirs 


have come out fince. In the Concluficn of ,,;wer to 
that Anſwer they ſay, "That they did nut te &ch> 
expect that their Anſwer ſhould fatisfie ©? —_ 


us, and in truth they had a great deal of 
reaſon to think ſo. But what reaſon do they 
give for it? A wery kind one no doubt ; 
becauſe Prepoſleſſion and Intereſt have 
taken hold of us. As though we were 
Men of ſuch mean and mercenary Spirits, as 
to believe according to Prepolleſlion with- 
out Reaſon, and to att only as ſerves our 


| preſent Intereſt. But we never made mean 


Addreſſes to Infidels tro ſhew how xear our 


Principles came to theirs, nor made Paral- 
lels 
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lels between the Trinity aud Tranſubſtan- 
tiation, as ſome did, and defended them, 
as well as they could, when Popery was up- 
permoſt. But enough of this. 

. We have ſeen how much they have 
gratified the Deiſts by repreſenting Church- 
men in ſuch a manner, tet us now ſee in what 
manner they treat the Deiſts. Jt is with 
another ſort of Language ; and which ar- 
gues a more than ordinary kindneſs to them. 
[In one place they ſay, That the Deiſts 
are moſtly well-natured Men, and Men 
of Probity and Underſtanding; in effect 
that they areſincere honeſt-hearted Men, 
who do good by the impulle of their na- 
tural Religion, Honeſty and good Confci- 
ence, which have great Influence up 
them. What another ſort of charafter 1; 
this from that of the greateſt, and in their 
opinion the beſt of our Clergy 2 This muſt 
proceed from ſome Intimacy and Familiarity 
with them; and-it is eafie to imagine from 
hence, that they are upon very good Terms 
with one another, becauſe they muſt be U- 
nitarians, if they believe a God at all. 

But where elſe are theſe honeſt, con- 
{cientious Deiſts to be found ? 

Tt is rare indeed for others to find any 
one that rejetts Chriſtianity out of pure 
Conſcience, and that aits by principles» of 


fincere Virtue. I never yet could meet 
with 
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' with ſuch, nor hear of thoſe that have. Aud 


I would fain know the reaſons on which ſuch 
conſcientious Men proceeded ; for truly the 
Principles of natural Religion are thoſe which | 
recommend Chriſtianity to me ; for ' without 
them the Myſteries of Faith would be far 
more unaccountable than now they are; and 
ſuppoſing them, I ſee no Incongruity in them, 
1. e. That there is a juſt and holy God, and 


' a wiſe Providence, and a future State of 
| Rewards and Puniſhments ; and that God 


deſigns to bring Mankind to Happineſs out 
of a State of Miſery ; let theſe be ſuppoſed, 
and the Scheme of Chriſtianity will appear 
very reaſonable and fitted to the Condition 
and Capacity of Mankind. And the ſubli- 
meſt Myſteries of it are not intended to 
puzzle or amuſe Mankind, as weak Mew 
imagine; but they are diſcover'd for the 
greateſt and beſt purpoſes in the World, to 
bring Men to the hatred of Sin and Love 
of God, and a patient continuance in well- 
doing, 2 order to 2 bleſſed Immortality. 
So that this ws truly a Myſtery of Godli- 


| nels, being intended for the advancement 
| of real Piety and Goodneſs among Maniind 


in order to make them happy. But as te 
theſe Unitarians, who have ſuch happy Ac- 
quaintance with theſe conicientious Deilts ; 
IT would fain learn from them, if they think 
them miſtaken, why they take no more pains 
70 
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| 's: | to ſatisfie and convince them ; for I find they 
- W #* decline ſaying a word againſt them. Jn one 
-If it place they compare the Atheiſt and De- |? 
Sift. iſt together ; and very honeſtly and like Þ' 

h any conſcientious Deiſts, they impute all F: 
| Le:terof the Deiſm and moſt part of the Atheiſm Þ* 
Reſol. co of Our Age to the DoCtrines of the Tri- | 
| 


wo. Au et 


eerning the « 


Trivity and MIL and Incarnation. 

Incarn-p8s [Is it poſſible for Men that live in our 
Age to give ſuch an account as this of the 
Growth of Deiſm and Atheiſm among us ? 
LVhat number of Atheiſts i there, upon any |* 
other account than from a looſeneſs of Think- Þ 
ing and Living? Where are thoſe who be- | * 
lieve God to be an incomprehenſible Being, 
and yet rejett the Myſteries which relate 
to his Being, becauſe they are incomprehen- 
fible Suppoſe any rejett \piritual Subſtance Þ* 
as Nonſenſe and a ContradiQion, as they Þ 
do the Trinity on the ſame Pretences. Is Þ 
this a ſufficient reaſon or not ? They may tell Þ 
them, as they do us that they can have no 
Ideas, no clear and diltin& Perceptions : { 
immaterial Subſtances? What anſwer do 
they give in this caſe > Not a Syllable ; al 

Letter of though they take notice of it. But I hope 

Reſul. p. 5. they give ſome better ſatisfattion to the De» 
iſt ; No, for they ſay, This is not a place 

{ to argue againſt either Atheiſt or Deiſt. | 

if By no means : ſome would ſay, They were not 

ſuch Fool 5to fall out with their Friends, And 
it 
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| it cannot be denied, that they have been 


the greateſt Incouragers of (uch kind of Wri- 
tings, which ſerve their turn ſo well; and 
in pure Gratitude they forbear to argue as 
gainſt them: 

IV. To (hew how near they come to an In- 
differency in Religion, they ſpeak favoura- 
bly of Mahometans, and Jews, and even 


| Tartars, becauſe they agree with them in 
| the Unity of the Godhead. What an ho- 
7 neſt-hearted Deiſt do they make that Im- 

| poſtor Mahomet 2 One would hardly think 
* ſuch a charafter could have come out of the 
* Mouth of Chriſtians. But theſe are their 
* Words, Mahomet is affirmed by divers 
: Hiſtorians to have had no other deſign in 
{ pretending himſelf to be a Propher, but Trinity and 
! to reſtore the Belief of the Unity of God, ©#97"25- 


which at that time was extirpated among 


{ the Faſtern-Chriſttans by the Doftrines of 


the Trinity and Incarnation. Who are 
thoſe Hiſtorians who give this charafter of 
him 2 Why are they not named, that their 


authority might be examin d: Was the Mo- 
| rocco Ambalſlador oze of them? Or Pau- 
* lus Alciatus, who from a Unitarian turned 
! Mahometan ? But by the beſt accounts we 
| can meet with, we find that he was a wery 
| cunning Impoſtor, and took in from the Jews 


and \{hmaelites his Countrymen, Circumct- 


* fron; from the Chriſtians, an honourable 


mention 


Letter of 
Reſol. con- 


cerning the 
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OO mentionof Chriſt, as a Prophet, and as the 
min the Word and Spirit of God, and owned 
© his Miracles ; from the ancient Hereticks 
Levin. he denied his Suffering, but owned his being 
Je Alco. taken up into Heaven. Tea, he owned, That 
Ian. he had his Goſpel from Heaven ; but that 
his Diſciples changed it after his Death, 
and attributed more to Chriſt than he at- 
ſumed to himſelf. Which ſhews that he 
had ſo much Sence, as to diſcern, that if 
the Books of the New Teſtament were genu- 
ine, more muſt be given to Chriſt, than either 
Mahomet or the, Unitarians do allow. Let 
any indifferent Reader compare their cha- 
#4: of A- radter of Mahomet with that of Athanaft- 
thanaſius, 11s, which theſe Men give, and they will ea- 
kg fily find that they take as much care to blace 


ken one, as they do to wvindicate the other. | 


What Chriſtian Ingenuity 1s here? But Ma- 
homet was a Deilt, aud Athanaſius a Tri- 
nitarian. But they goon. 

Whatſoever the deſign of Mahomet was, 
its certain, that Mahometiſm hath prevail- 
cd over greater Numbers and more Nati- 
ons, than at this day profeſs Chriſtianity. 
But how 2 Was it not by force of Arms and 
the Prevalency of the Saracen aud Turkiſh 
Empire? No, ſay theſe learned Hiſtorians, 
It was not by the Force of the Sword, but 
by that one Truth in the Alcoran the U- 
nity of God. Zr were endleſs to quote the 
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Hiſtorians, who ſay, That it was Maho- 
met's Principle, to ſubdue all by Force 
of Arms who oppoſed his Religion ; but 
the authority of Elmacinus alone is ſuffici- 
ent ; for in the beginning of his Hiſtory he 
owns that it was his Principle, To make 
War upon thoſe that would not ſubmit to 
his Law. And others ſay, that in remem- 
brance of this, Their Law is expounded 
by their Doctors, with a Sword drawn 
by them, and that it is the Law ofthe Al- 
coran to kill and ſlay thoſe that oppoſe 
it. What liberty the Turkiſh Empire al- 
lows to Chriſtians in the conquer'd Pro- 


} vinces 2 not to this purpoſe, but by what 
? means Mahometiſm prevazled in the World. 


But ſay they, The Jews as well as Mas» 


{ hometans are alienated from us, becauſe 


they ſuppoſe the Trinity to be the Do- 
rine of all Chriſtians. And what then > 
Muſt we renounce the Chriſtian Dottrine to 
pleaſe the Jews and Mahometans © Muff 
we quit Chriſt's being the Meſlias, becauſe 
the Jews deny it? Or the ſuffering of Chriſt, 
becauſe the Mahometans think it inconſi- 
ſtent with his Honour ? 

But if this be the truth of the caſe, as to 
Jews and Mahometans ; no Perſons are ſo 
well qualified to endeavour their Covert» 
On, as 0ur Unitarians; which would be a 
much better imployment for them, than to 
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expoſe the Chriſtian Doftrine by ſuch Wri- 


tings among us. I am aſhamed to mention 
what they ſay of the Tartars, when they call 
them, The Shield and Sword of that way 
of acknowledging and worſhipping God, 
So that Mahometans, Jews and Tartars 
are fairly repreſented becauſe they agree in 
the grand Fundamental of the Unity of the 
Godhead ; but the Chriſtian Church is char- 
ged with believing Impoſlibilities, Con- 
tradiAions, and pure Nonlenle. 

And thus we find our Unitarians ſerving 
the Deiſls in all their methods of over- 
throwing Revealed Religion and advancing 
Deiſm among us. And if this will not a- 
waken us to look more after them, and unite 
us in the defence of our Common Cauſe a- 
gainſt them, 1 do not think that other Me- 
thods will do it. For it is become a Reſt- 
leſs and Adttive, although as yet, but a ſmall 
Body of Men, and they tell theWorld plainly 
enough that they are tree from the Biaſles 
of Hopes and Fears ; and fit looſe from the 


b;jbop p-44+ Awes and Bribes of the World. So rhat 


there is no way of dealing with them, but by 
ſhewing the falſneſs & weakneſs of the grounds 
they goupon; and that they have no advan- 
tage of us as to Scripture, Antiquity or Rea- 
{on : which is the Deſign of this Undertaking, 


Worceſter, Sept. 30. 1696, 
E. W. 


'Th 


THE 


CONTENTS. 


CHAP. L 
HE Occaſion and Deſign of 
the Diſcourſe. Pag. 1. 
CHAP. IL 


The Dorine of the Trinity not re- - 
ceiv d in the Chriſtian Church by Force 
or Intereſt. P. 10. 


CHAP. IIL 


The Socinian Plea, for the Antiquity of 
ther Dottrine, Examined. p. 15. 
d CHAP. 


—— 


pt Wh a. IS x 
A FE ? 


4 © —_ vo Y >. 
: n mn - £ 
- 4A 6 ” . 
hf - 
FPS — —  * - — -_ = 
i PX = 
—— _n 
-- = — 
SOD . 3 
S 1V 5 
Þ — — L - mayo" _ 
- - MS 
- —_ 
- - 7 - __ mt. 
< > . - Wl 
- 2 A _ 


The Contents. 


CHAP. IV. 


Of the Confiderable Men they pretend 
to have been of their Opinion in the 
Primitive Church. Pp. 29. 


CHAP. Y. 


Of their Charge of Contradiftion mm the 
Dottrine of the T tinity. Þ- 54 


CHAP... VL. 


No Contradiftion for Three Perſons to 


be in One tonimon Nature, P. 68. 
CHAE YH 


Tie Atnanifian Creed clear'd from 
Contradiftions. P. 101, 


CHAP. 


The Contents. 


CHAP. VIIL 


1d | The .Socinian Senſe of Scripture 
he | Examined, P. 121. 


CHAP. IX. 


| The General * Senſe of the Chriſtian 

be Church, - proved from the - Form of 
4& | Baptiſm, as it thas undttſivod in 
the firſt Ages. p: 177- 


ENAP £ 


The Objections againſt the I rinity, 4 
paint of Reaſon, Anſwer d, p, 230. 


- 
_— OI 


- 


k , 
o] 
. | | 
qo 
- 
if 
: 4 
j 
* 
's 
p 
% 
: f 
- 
” [ 


——_—_ 


ERRATA. 


Pg 3: I. 12. for ovy r. one. p. 122. ], 12. r, Heb. x. 5, 
wnto which. p. 124. 1. 7.addN.11. p. 126. 1.29. 
for Damaſcens tr. Damaſciw. p. 129. 1. 21. be appointed 
r. a2propriated. p. 81. 1. 22. after them put in =. 
P. 192. | 19. for wer. were. p. 211. I. 1. dele thet. p.217. 
I. 6. for Hypeſtafis r. Hypotheſis. p. 234. 1. 6. for Intermiſ- 
fon x. Intromiſſion. p. 283. 1. 21. r, as well as. 


- JAY 


a." > &, ” 7 


E-4-3 


DISCOURSE 


| In VINDICATION of the 
| Doctrine of the Irimty: 
WITH 


An ANSWER 


TO 1HR 


Late Sociniax Qbjections, 


CHAP. 1. 


The Occaſion and Deſign of this 
Diſcourſe, 


I firlt publiſhed a Diſcourſe about 
the reaſons of the Sufferings of Chrijt, 
(lately reprinted) in anſwer to ſome 


; lk is now above twenty years ſince 


{ Socinian Objetions at that time. Bur I 
| know not how 1t came to paſs, that the 
| Spcinian Controverly ſeemed to be laid 
| aſlcep among us for many years after ; 


B and 


A Vindication of 


and ſo it had continued to this day, if 
ſome mens buſie and indiſcreet zeal for 
their own particular Opinions (or rather 
Flerefies) had not been more prevalent 
over them, than their care and concern- 
ment for the common intereſt of Chri- 
ſtianity among us. For it 1s that which 
really ſuffers by theſe unhappy and very 
unſeaſonable Diſputes about the My/tertes 
of the Chriſtian Faith, which could never 
have been ſtarted and carried on with 
more fatal conſequence to all revealed 
Religion, than in an age too much in- 
clined to Scepticiſm and Infidelity. For 
all who are but well-wiſhers to that, do 
greedily catch at any thing which tends 
to unlſettle mens minds as to matters of 
Faith, and to expoſe them to the ſcorn 
and contempt of Infidels. And this is 
all the advantage which they have above 
others in their writings. For upon my 
carefull Perufal of them (which was oc- 
caſion'd by reprinting that Diſcourſe) [ 
found nothing extraordinary, as to depth 
of Judgment, or cloſeneſs of Reaſoning, 
or {trength of Argument, or skill in Scri- 
pture or Antiquity, but the old ſtuff ſet 
out with a ew dreſs, and too much ſuit- 
cd to the Genius of theage we live in, viz. 
brisk and airy, but withal too light and 
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the Doftrine of the Trinity. 2 


ſuperficial. But although ſuch a ſort of 
Raillery be very much unbecoming the 
weight and dignity of the ſubject, yer 


that is not the worſt part of the character 


of them ; for they ſeem to be written, Conſderar, 
not with a deſign to convince others, or 
R . 6. th PiiCarions 
to juſtifie themlelves, but to ridicule the of che Tv: 
great Myſteries of our Faith, calling them 777-5 Pr 
| ©... ww. a 
Jargon, Cant, Nonſenſe, Impoſſibilities , .,, ;a. 


| Contradiftions, Samaritaniſm, and what Pence of 


not ? any thing but Mahometiſm and De- ke 7 


iſm. . And at the ſame time they know, nir. p. s. 
that we have not framed theſe Dodtrines get 
our ſelves; but have receives them by as 4;/by's Ser- 
univerſal a Tradition and Conſent of the 9*P- + 
Chriſtian Church, as that whereby we 
receive the Books of the new Teſtament, 

and as founded upon their authority. So 

that, as far asT can (ee, the truth of theſe 
Doftrines and authority of thoſe Books 

muſt ſtand and fall together : For from 

the time of the writing and publiſhing 

of them all perſons who were admirred 


8 into the Chriſtian Church by the Form of 


Baptiſm, preſcribed by our Saviour, were 
underſtood to be received Members upon 
profeſſion of the Faith of the Holy Trinjs 
ty ; the Hymns and Doxolozies of the Pri- 
mitive Church were to Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt ; and thoſe who openly oppo- 
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ſed that Doftrine were caſt out of the Com- 
munion of it: which to me ſeem plain 
and demonſtrative arg :ments,that this was 
the Dodrine of the Chriſtian Church from 
the beginning, as will appear in the pro- 
greſs of this Diſcourſe, The chiet deſign 
whereof is to vindicate the Dodtrine of the 
Trinity, as it hath been gexerally received 
in the Chriſtian Church, and is expreſſed 
in the Athanaftan Creed, from thoſe hor- 
rible Imputations of Nonſenſe, Contradi- 
Aion and Impoſſibility ; with which it is 
charged by our Unitarians (as 'they call 
themlelves;) and that in the anſwer to the 
Sermon lately reprinted, about the My- 
ſteries of the - Chriſtian Faith : . which 1 
firſt preached and publiſhed ſome years 
ſince, upon the breaking out of this con- 
troveriie among us, by the Notes on A4- 
thanaſius his Creed, and other miſchievous 
Pamphlets one upon another. I was in 
hopes to have given ſome check to their 
inſolent way ot writing about matters {0 
much above our reach, by ſhewing how 
reaſonable it was for us to ſubmit to di- 
vine Revelation in ſuch things, ſince we 
muſt acknowledge our ſelves ſo much to 
ſeek, as to the nature of Subſtances, which 
are .continually before our Eyes; and 
therefore, if there were ſuch difficulties 
| about 


the Dorine of the Trinity. 


about a Myſtery which depended upon 
Revelation, we had no caule to wonder 
at it; but our buſineſs was chiefly to be 
ſatisfied, whether this Doftrine were any 
part of that Revelation. As to which [ 
propoſed ſeveral things, which I thought 
very. reaſonable, to the finding out the 
true ſenſe of the Scripture about theſe 
matters. . After a conſiderable time, they 
thought fit to publiſh ſomething, which 


| was to pals for an anſwer to ir ; but in 


it, they wholly paſs over that part which 
relates to the ſenſe of Scripture, and run 


| into their common place about Myſteries 
of Faith; in which they were ſure to have 


as many Friends, as our Faith had £Exe- 
mies : and yet they managed it in ſo tri- 
fling a manner, that I did not then think 
it deſerved an Anſwer. But a worthy and 
judicious Friend was willing to take that 
task upon himſelf, which he hath very 
well diſcharged : fo that I am not con- 
cerned to meddle with all thoſe particu- 
lars, which are fully anſwer'd already, 
but the general charge as to the Chriſtian 
Church about the Doctrine of the Trinity, 
I think my ſelf oblig'd to give an an- 
{wer to upon this occaſion. But before 
I come to that, ſince they fo confidently 
charge the Chriſtian Church for ſo many 
B 3 ages, 
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ages, with embracing Errors, and Non- 
ſenſe, and Contradifions for Myſteries of 
Faith, 1 defire ro know (ſuppoſing it 
petlible for the Chriſtian Church to be fo 
carly, to generally and fo miſerably de- 
ceived in a matter of ſuch moment) by 
what lizht they have diſcovered this great 
Error. Have they any new Books of Scri- 
pture to judge by 2 Truly they had need, 
tor they ſeem to be very weary of the 
o'd ones; becauſe they find they will 
Anſwer to not ſerve their turn. Therefore they 
= _— muſter up the old Objettions againſt them, 
Expiiczr, and give no anſwer to them ; they find 
ef the T-:- fault with Copzes, and lay, they are cor- 
fer rs Tupted and falſified to ſpeak the Language 
Milbourn, of the Church: they let fall ſuſpicious 
Fiſts of words, as to the Form of Baptiſm, as though 
the Unit. 2t were inſerted from the Churches Pradtice ; 
p-43- ,, Fcy Charge us with following corrupt 
nſwer ! 0 X : . . 
he Archb, Copies and making falſe Tran/lations with- 
P. 29, 30. Out any manner of ground tor it. 

And doth not all this diſcover no good 
will ro the Scriptures, at leaſt, as they 
are received among vs 2 And I deſpair 
of meeting with better Copies, or ſeeing 
a more faithfull Tranſlation than ours is. 
So that it is plain, that they have no 
mind to be tried by the Scriptures. For 
thele exceptions are ſuch, as a MalefaRtor 

wouls 


the Dofrine of the Trinity. 


would make to a Jury, he 1s afraid to be 
condemned by. 

But what then is the peculiar light 
which theſe happy men have found in a 
corner, the want whereof hath made the 
Chriſtian Church to fall into ſuch »on- 
ftrous Errors and Contradiftions > Nothing 
(they pretend) but the mere light of com- 
mon ſenſe and reaſon ; which they call at- 
ter a more refined way of ſpeaking, clear 
Ideas and diſtint Perceptions of things. 

But leaſt | ſhould be thought to miſ- 
repreſent «them ; 1 will produce ſome of 
their own Expreſſions. In one place they 
ſay, We deny the Articles of the new Chri- 
ſtianity, or the Athanaſian religion, not 
becauſe they are Myſteries, or becauſe we do 
not comprehend them ; we deny them, be- 
cauſe we do comprehend them ; we have a 
clear and diftinft Perception, that they are 
not Myſteries, but Contradiftions, Impoſſibi- 
lities, and pure Nonſenſe. We have our 
reaſon in vain, and all ſcience and certainty 
would be deflroyd. if we could not diſtin- 
guiſh between Myſteries and Contradifions. 
And ſoon after, we are not to give the ve- 
nerable name of Myſtery to Dottrines that 
are contrary to nature's and reaſon's Light, 
or which deſtroy or contradift our natural 
Ideas. Theſe things I have particular 
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reaſon to take notice of here, becauſe they 
are publiihed asan Anſwer to the forego- 
ing Sermon about the Myſteries of the Chri- 
ftian Faith: and this ſhews the general 
grounds they go upon, and therefore more 
tit to be conſiderd here. To which 1 
{hall acid one paſlage more, wherein they 
in{inuate, that the Podtrixe of the Trini- 
ty hath been ſupported only by intereſt 
and force. Their words are (after they 
have called the Doitrine of the Trinity, .a 
monſtrous Paradox and Contradittion) This 
—# *o Dr. is that, ſay they, which becauſe all other 
allis's : X 
four Let. arguments failed them in their diſputations 
ters, p. 4+ with the Photinians and Arians, they at 
laſt effettually proved, by the Imperial E- 
diits, by Confiſcations and Baniſhments, by 
Seizing and Burning all Books written a: 
gainſt it or them, by capital Puniſhment, 
aud when the Papacy ( of which this is the 
chief Article) prevailed, by Fire and Fag- 
got. © This is anew diſcovery indeed, that 
the Doctrine of the Trinity, as it is ge- 
nerally receiv'd in the Chriſtian Church, 
is the chief Article of Popery; although it 
were embraced and defended long betore 
Popery was known; ard i hope would be 
ſo, it there were no ſuch thing as Popery 
feft in the world, But it. every thing 
which diſpleaſes ſome men muſt pals for 
Popery, 
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| Popery, | am afraid Chriſtianity it ſelf 
| will not eſcape at laſt :. for there are ſome 


| who are building apace on ſuch foundati- 
| ons as theſe ; and are endeavouring what 
| they can, to remove out of their way 
| all revealed Religion, by the help of thoſe 
| two powerfull Machines, viz. Prieſt-craft 
| and Myſteries. 


Burt becauſe I intend a clear and diſtin& 


| Diſcourſe concerning the Do#rine of the 
| Trinity, as it hath been generally receiv- 
| ed among us; I ſhall proceed in theſe four 
* Enquiries, 


(1.) Whether it was accounted a moy- 


 flrous Paradox and Contradiftion, where 
{ Perſons were not ſway'd by Force and In- 


tereſt 2 


(2.) Whether there be any ground of 


common reaſon, on which it can be juſtly 
| charged with Nonſenſe, Impoſſibilities and 


| C ontradiction ? 


(3.) Whether their Doctrine about the 
Trinity or ours; be more agreeable to the 


ſenſe of Scripture and Antiquity ? 


(4.) Whether our Doctrine being ad- 


' mitted, it doth overthrow all certainty 


” 
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of reaſon, and makes way for believing 
the greateſt Abſurdities under the pre- 


| tence of being Myſteries of Faith 2 
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CHAP. IL 


The Do&rine of the Trinity not receiv. 
ed in the Chriſtian Church by Force 
or Intereſt. 


$ to the firſt, it will lead me into an 
enquiry into the ſenſe of the Chriſti 
,an Church, as to this Doctrine, long, be 
fore Popery was hatched, and at a time 
when the main force of Imperial Edit; 
was againſt Chriſtzanity it ſelf ; at which 
time this DoQtrine was owned by the 
Chriſtian Church, but diſowned and dif- 
puted againſt by ſome particular Parties 
and Sects. And the queſtion then will 
be, whether theſe had engroſſed Sexſe, i 
and Reaſon, and Knowledge among them- 
ſelves; and all the body of the Chriſtian 
Church, with their heads and governors, 
were bereft of common Senſe, and given 
up to believe Nonſenſe and Contradittions 
for Myſteries of Faith. But in order 
to the clearing this matter, I take it for 
granted, That Senſe and Reaſon are no 
late irventions, only to be found among 
our ©nitarians ; but that all Mankind 
have Þ 


the Dore of the Trinity. 
have ſuch a competent ſhare of them, as 


to be able to judge, what is agreeable to 
| them, and what not, if they apply them- 
| ſelves to it ; That no men have lo little ſenſe 
.Þ a5 to be fond of Noxſerſe, when ſenſe will 
| do them equal ſervice; 7hat if there be no 
| Biaſs of Intereſt to {way them, men will 


generally judge according to the evidence 
of reaſon ; That if they be very much 


| concerned for a Doftrine oppoſed by 0- 


thers, and againſt their intereſt, they are 
perſwaded of the truth of it, by other 
means than by force and fear ; That it 1s 
poſſible for men of ſenſe and reaſon to 
believe a Doctrine to be true on the ac- 
count of divine Revelation, although 
they cannot comprehend the manner of 
it ; That we have reaſon to believe thoſe 
to be men of ſenſe above others, who 


# have ſhew'd their abilities above them in 


other matters of Knowledge and Specula- 


* tion ; That there can be no reaſon to ſul- 
| pet the integrity of fuch men in deliver- 
C ing .their own Senſe, who at the ſame 
# time might far better ſecure their intereſt 
{ by renouncing their Faith ; laſtly, That 


the more Perſons are concerned to eſta- 
bliſh and defend a DoQrine which is op- 
poſed and contemned, the greater evi- 


| dence they give, that they are perſwaded 
| of the truth of it. Theſe 
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Theſe are Poſtulata ſo-agreeable to ſenſe 
and common reaſon, that I think it 'an 
affront to human Nature to go about to 
prove them. But to ſhew what uſe we 
are to make of them ; we muſt confider 
that it cannot be denied, that the Doctrine 
of. the Trinity did meet with oppoſition 
very early in the Chriſtzan Church, elpe- 
cially amcng the Jewiſh: Chriſtians ; | 
mean thoſe whe flrictly :adhered to the 
Law of Moſes, aſter the Apoſtles had de- 
clared the freedom of Chriſtians from the 
obligation of it. Thete (as I ſhall ſhew 
by and by) ſoon aſter the diſperſion of 
the Church of Jeruſalem, gathered into 
a body by themlclves, ditin& ſrom that 
which conſilted of Fews:and Gentiles, an( 
was therefore called the Catho/ick Chriſt: 
an Church. And this ſeparate body, whe- 

, ther called Ebionites,, Nazarens, or Mi 

' means, did not only difter from rhe Catho- 

lick Chriſtian Church, as to the. neceſſity 

of oblerving the Law of Moſes, bur like 

wiſe as to:the Divinity. of our Saviour, Þ 

w hich they. denied, although they pro- Þþ 

felled to believe him as the Chrijt or pro- Þ 

miled Meſras; i: | 
Theodoret Theodoret bath with very good judgmen 
gre 4.1: placed the Hereſies of the firſt ages of the 
Ch: ittian Church, under .two diſtin 
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heads, (which others reckon up confuled- 
ly) and thoſe are ſuch as relate to the 
Humanity of Chriſt, as Simon Magus, and 
all the Sets of thoſe who are called Gyo- 
flicks, which are recited in his fir{t Book. 
Ia his ſecond he begins with rhoſe which 
relate to the Divinity of Chriſt ; and thele 
are of two kinds : 

1. The Jewiſh Chriſtians who denicd it. 


| Of theſe, he reckons up the FZtonites, 


Cerinthians, the Nazarens, and Elceſaite, 


whom he diſtinguiſhed trom the other E- 


| bionites, becauſe of a Book of Revelation, 


which one Elxai brought among them ; 
but Epiphanius faith, he joyned with the 
Ebionites and Nazarens. 

2. Thoſe of the Gentile Chriſtians, who 
were lookd on as broaching a new Do- 
tri e among them : of theie he reckons 
Artemon as the firſt, then Thecrlotus ; 


whom others make the firſt Publiſher of 


it, as 7ertullian, and the old Writer in 
Euſebius, fappoled to be Caivs, who live 
cd near the time, and of whom a cont1- 
derable Fragment is preierved in Euſebins, 
which gives light to rheſe matters. The 
next is another Theodetus, who framed a 
new Sect of ſuch as ſet up Mel: hiſedeck 
above Chriſt. Then follow Paulvs £- 
moſatenus , and Sabellivs, who made but 

one 
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one Perſen as well as one God, and ſo over. 
threw the Trinity ; with whom Mar. 
cellus agreed in ſubſtance, and laſt of all 
Photinus. But Theodoret concludes that 
Book with this paſſage, viz. That al theſe 
Ferefies againſt our Saviour s Divinity 
were then wholly extinft ; ſo that there wer: 
mot ſo much as any ſmall Remainders of 
them. What would he have ſaid, if he 
had lived in our age, wherein they are 
not only revived, but are pretended to 
have been the true DofAtrine of the Apo 
ſtolical Churches? Had all men loſt their 
Senſes in Theodoret's time? And yet there 
were as many learned and able Men in 
the Chriſtian Church then, as ever were 


in any time. 


\ P, 
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CHAP. IIL 


The Socinian Plea for the Antiquity 
of their Dofrine examined. 


B UT this is not the 2ge our nitarians 
will ſtand or fall by. They are for 
going backward ; and they ſpeak with 
great comfort about the old Eb:onites and 


Nazarens as entirely theirs ; © And that ap. of che 


* they had conſiderable men among wa 


© them, as Theodotion and Symmachus, two 
« Tranſlators of the Hebrew Bible. And 
«* among the Gentile Chriſtians, they va- 
«* lue themſelves upon three Men, Pau- 
« lus Samoſatenus, Lucianus, the mo{t 
«* learned Perſon, they fay, of his age, 


1* and Photinus Biſhop of Sirmium. As 


© to. the Tnitarians at Rome, (whom 
* they improperly call Nazarens) they 
«* pretended that their Doftrine was Apo- 
* ſtolical, and the general DoQtrine of 
* the Church till the times of Yifor and 


®* Zepherin. 


This is the ſubſtance of their Plea, 


} which muſt now be examin'd. 


I begin with thoſe Primitive Unitari- 


| avs, the Ebionites, concerning whom, [ 
_ obſerve theſe things : x. That 
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I. That they were a diſtinct, ſeparate 
body of men from the Chriſtia;z Church. 
For all the ancient Writers who ſpeak of 
them, do mention them as Hereticks, and 
wholly divided from it, as appears by 
Trengzus , Tertullian , Epiphanius, Theodbs- 
ret, S. Auguſtin, and others. Euſebius 
fairh of them, That although the Devil 
could not make them renounce Chriſtianity, 
yet finding their weakneſs, #53«rie iro, he 
made them his own. He would never 
have ſaid this of any whom he look'd on 
as Members of the Chriſtian Church. But 
whercin is it that Exſebius blames them? 
He tells it in the very next words; that 
it was for the mean opinion they entertained 
of Chriſt; tor they look'd on him as a meer 
Man, but very juſt. And although there 
were two ſorts of them ; ſome owning 
the miraculous Conception, and others not; 
vet faith he, They at laſt agreed in the 
ſame Impiety, which was, That they would 
not own Chriſt to have had any Pre-exiſtence 
before his Birth; nor that he was ©; 
AZ7o:, God the Word. It's true, he finds 
fault with them afterwards for keeping to 
the Law of Moſes; but the firſt Imprety 
he charges them with, 1s the other. That 
which 1 inferr trom hence 1s, that Fuſc- 


bius himiclt (to whom they profeſs to 
{hew 


the Dofrine of the Trinity. 17 


ſhew greater reſpect than to moſt of the *-Nice. 
ancient Writers, for his exafneſs and di. P37 
ligence in Church-Hiſtory) doth affirm 
the Doctrine which overthrows the Pre- 
exiſtence and Divinity of Chriſt to be an 
Impiety. And therefore when he affirms - 
the firſt fifteen Biſhops of the Church of Je- __ 
reſalem who were of the Circumciſion, viz. 
to the Siege of it by adrian, did hold Euſeb. 14. 
the genuine Doitrine of Chriſt, it muſt be © 3 
underſtood of his Pre-exiſtence and Divi- 
aity ; for' the other we ſee he accounted 
an /mptety. And he tells us the Church 
of Jeruſalem then conſiſted of believing 
Jews, and ſo it had done from the Apo- 
files times to that of Hadrian's Baniſhment 
of the Fews. Which is a conſiderable Te- 
ſtimony to two purpoſes: | 

1. To ſhew that the Primitive Church 
of Jeruſalem did hold the DoQtrine of 
Chriſt's Pre-exiſtence and Divinity. But 
lay our Unitarians, this doth not follow. 
For what reaſon 2 When it is plain that 
Euſebius accounted that the only genuine 
Doftrine. No, ſay they, he meant only Reſp. ad 
the miraculous Conception, and that they _ = 
held that, in oppoſition to thoſe Ebionites © 
who ſaid that he was born as other men 
are. This is very f(trange ; when Euſeb;- 
«5 had diſtinguiſhed the two forts of E4;- 

C 


onites 
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onites about this matter, and had blamed 
toth of them, even thoſe that held him 
born of a Virgin, for falling into the ſame 
Impiety. What can fatisfie ſuch men, 
who are content with ſuch an anſwer? 
But ſay they, Euſebius only ſpake his-own 
ſenſe. Not fo neither : For-he faith in 
that place, that he had ſearched the moſt 
ancient Records of the Church of Feruſa- 
' lem, Tes, lay they, for the Succeſſion of 
the firſt Biſhops; but as to their Doftrine 
he had it from Hegeſippus, and he wag av 
Ebionite #imſe/f. Then: Euſebins mult 
not be the man they take him for. For 
if Hegefippus were himſelt an Ebjonite, 
and told Exſebius in his Commentaries, 
that the Primitive Church of Jerufalem 
conſiſted of all ſuch, then Euſeb:#s muſt 
ſuppoſe that Church guilty of the ſame 
Impiety with which he charges the Ebzo- 
uites ; and would he then have ſaid, That 
they had the. true knowledge of Chriſt a- 
mong them > No, \ay they, Eulebius ſpake 
hns own opinion, but Hegefippus being, ay 
Ebionite himſelf, meant otherwiſe. But 
Euſebins Coth not ule Hege/ippus his words, 
but his own in that place; and wirhal, 
how doth it appear that Hepe/ippus him- 
ſelf was an Ebzonite > This, one of their 
lateſt Writers hath undertaken, = in 

uch 
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ſuch a manner, as is not like to convince 
me. It is' thus, Hegefippus was himſelf 
a Jewiſh Chriſtian, and\ made uſe of the 
Hebrew Goſpel, and among the Hereticks 
which crept into the Church of Jeruſalem, he 
never numbers the Ebionites or Cerinthi- 
ans, but -ouly the Gnoſticks. I will not 
diſpute, 'whether Zege/ippus was a Jews 
ih Chriſtan or not. Grant he was ſo, 
yet how doth it appear thatall the Jewiſh 
Chriſtians were at that time Ebjonites or 
Cerinthians 2 It ſeems they were neither 
of them Fereticks, although they were 
oppoſite to each other ; the one held the 
World created by inferiour Powers, the 0s 
ther, by God himſelf: the one, we fee, 
made Chriſt a mere Man; but the Cerin- 
thians held an i/lapſe of the Afyos upon him, 
and ſo made him a kind of a God by his 
Preſence, as Neſtorius d:d aiterwards. But 
honeſt Hegefpprs took neither cne nor 
the other tor ZHereticks, it our Unitart- 
ans ſay true: But ycr ir doth not appear, 
that Hegeſippus was either one or the 0- 
ther. For he ſpeaks of the Church of Je- 


ruſalem, as is plain by Euſebius, and the Euſeb. 14; 
Cerinthians ana Ebijonites, were in other © 2*- 


parts; the former in Fgypt and the /eſſer 
or Proconſular Aha ; and the latter about 
Decapolis and Ceefyria, trom whence they 

QC. 2 ſpread 
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ſpread into Arabia and Armenia, as ap- 
pears by Epiphanius. But Origen faith, 
That all the Tewiſh Chriſtians were Ebio- 
nites. What | no Cerinthians among 
them? Were not thoſe Jewiſh Chriſtzans? 
Or were they all turned Ebionztes then? 
No ſuch thing appears by Origen's ſaying, 
But we arenot enquiring now, what they 
were in his time, but in the Church of 
Jeruſalem. Doth Origen ſay all the Jew- 
iſh Chriſtians there were ſuch? And as to 
his own time, it is not improbable that 
thoſe who then made up the ſeparate Bo- 


| dy of Jewith Chriſtians were Ebionites. 
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Buc what is this to the firſt Chriſtzans of 
the Church of Jeruſalem? Yery much, (ay 
they, becauſe the firſt Chriſtians were call- 
ed Nazarens, and the Nazarens held the 
fame Dottrine with the Ebionites. But 
the title of Nazarens did not always ſig 
nifie the ſame thing. It was at firſt uſed 
for all Chriſtians, as appeers by the SeR 
of the Nazarens in Tertallus his Acculati- 
on of S. Paul; then it was taken for the 
Chriſtians wh» ſtay'd at Pella and ſetled 
at Decapoly and thereabouts, as Epiphani- 
as affirms ; for although all the Chriſti- 
ans withdrew thither before the Deliru- 
ion of Jeruſalem, as Euſebius ſaith, yet 
they did notall continue there, but a great 
number 
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number returned to Jeruſalem, and were 
there ſetled under their Biſhops; but thoſe 
who remained about Pe/a kept the name 
of Nazarens, and never were united with 
the Gentile Chriſtians, but kept up their 
old Jewiſh cuſtoms, as to their Synagogues, 
even in S. Ferom and S. Augaſtine's time. 
Now theſe Nazarens might be all Ebio- 
wites, and yet thoſe of the Church of Je- 
reſalem not fo at all. 

2. The next thing obſervable from this 
place of Euſebius is, that while the Naza- 
rens and Ebionites were (etled in Celeſy- 
ria, and the parts thereabouts, there was 
a regular Chriſtian Church at Jeruſalem, 
under the Biſhops of the Circumciſion, to 
the Siege of Hadrian. Euſebius obſerves, 
that betore the deſtruction of Jeraſalem, 
all the Chriſtians forſook not only Jeruſalem, Evſ*b.\.3- 
tut the Coaſts of Judea. But that they © ” 
did not all continue there, is moſt evi- 
dent from what Euſebius here faith of the 


} Church and Biſhops of Jeruſalem; between 
© the two Sieges of 7itus Veſpaſian and Ha- 
C drian, which wasin the 18 year of his Em- £&- + «5: 
| pire, ſaith Euſebius. Who produces ano- 
! ther Teſtimony out of Ju/fiz» Martyr, 
# which ſhews that the Chriſtians were re- 
* turned to Feruſalem. For therein he faith, 
That Barchochebas in that War uſed the 


C. 3 Chri- 
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Chriſtians with wery great ſeverity to make 
them renounce Chriſtianity. How could 
this be, if all the Chriſtians were out of 
his. reach, then being ſetled about Pella 2 
And although Eaſebius faith, That when 
the Jews were haniſhed their: Colintry by 
Hadrian's Edidt, that then the. Church of 
Jeruſalem was made up of Gentiles 3 yet we 
are not ſo ſtritly to underſtand him, as 
though the Chriſtians who ſuffer'd under 
Barchochebas, were wholly excluded. 0- 
roſizs faith, That they were permitted by 
the Emperors Fdift. Ir is ſufficient for 
me, it -rhey were connived at, which is 
very probable, although they did not 
think fit' to have any ſuch publick Per: 
ſons as their Bzijhops to be any other than 
Gentiles. And Hegefippus 1s allow d after 
this time, to have been a Jewiſh Chriſtian 
of the Church of Fersſalem : {o that the 
Church there muſt conſiſt both of Fews 
and Gentiles ; but they can never thew 
that'any of the Fbionites did admit any 
Gentile Chriſtians among them, which 
ſhewsthat they were then diſtin Bodies, 

2. They were not only diſtin in Com- 
14nion, but had a different rale of Faith. 
This is a point of great conſequence, and 
ought to be well conſider'd. For, fince 
our Uiitarians own the Ebionites as their 
Pre- 
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Predeceſſors, we ought to have a particu- 


lar eye to the rule of Faith -received by 


them, which mu be very different from 
ours, if they follow the - Ebionites, as I 
doubt not to make it appear. They ſay, 
The Ebionites uſed only $. Matthew's Go- 


3 


Anſs wer ts 
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ſpel. But the Chriſtian Church then, and p. 4z. 


ever ſince, have receiv'd the four Goſpels, 
as of divine authority. Eu/eb:us, one of 
the moſt approved Authors in Antiquity 
by our Znitarzans, reckons up the four 
Evangeliſts and $. Paul's Epiſtles, as wri- 
tings univerſally received by the Chriſtt- 
an Church ; then he mentions ſome ge- 
nerally reje&ted as ſpurious ; and after 
thoſe which were doubted, among which 
he mentions the Goſpel accordinz to the 
Hebrews, which the Jewiſh Chriſtians fol- 
lIow'd. Now here is an apparcnt difference 
put between the Goſpel according to the 
Hebrews, and $. Matthew's Goſpel; as 
much as between a Book receiv'd with- 
out controverſie, and one that was nor. 
But if the Goſpel according to the Hebrews 
were then acknowledged to be the zrae 
Goſpel of $. Matthew; it was impoſlible a 
man of ſo much ſenſe as Fxſebins, ſhould 
make this difference between them. But 
itis worth our obſerving, what our 7aj- 
tarians ſay about this matter. And by 
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that we may judge very much of their 0+ 
pinion about the Goſpels. I ſhall ſet down 
their words, for fear I ſhould be thought 
to do them wrong. ©* Symmachas and 
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the Ebionites, ſay they, as they held 
our Saviour to be the Son of Joſeph 
and Mary ; ſo they contended that the 
firſt Chapter of S. Matthew's Goſpel was 
added by the Greek Tranſlators. S. Mat- 
thew wrote his Goſpel in Hebrew, when 
it was tranſlated into Greek, the Tran- 
ſlator prefaced it with a Genealogy and 
Narration that our Saviour was Con- 
ceived by the Holy Spirit of God, and 
was not the Son of Joſeph, bur this 
Genealogy and Narration, faid Symmas 
chus and the Ebionites, 15 not in the 
Hebrew Goſpel of S. Matthew, nay is 
the mere invention of the Tranſlator, 
As for the other Goſpels, the Ebtonites 
and Symmachians did not receive the 
Goſpel of S: Luke; and for that of S. 
Jobn, they ſaid it was indeed written 
by Cerizthus, to confirm his F latonick 
Conceits about the Logos or Word, which 
he ſuppoled to be the Chriſt or Spirit 
of God, which reſted on and inhabited 
the perſon of Jeſus. Let us now but 


join to this another paſſage, which is this, 


+6 


* thoſe whom . we now call Socintans, 


* WCeie 
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G were by the Fathers and the. firſt ages 
; of Chriſtianity called Nazarens; and 
\ afterwards they were called Ebjonites, 
« Mineans, Symmachians, &c. 
_ If this be true, they muſt have the ſame 
opinions as to:'the Books of the New Te- 
ſtament ; and hereby we fee what fort 
of men we have to deal with, who un- 
der the pretence of the a/d Ebionites, un- 
dermine the authority of the New Teſta- 
ment. Asto S. Matthews Goſpel, I ſee 
no reaſon to queſtion its being firſt writ- 
ten in the Language then uſed among the 
Jews, which was mixt- of Zebrew, Syri- 
ack, and Chaldee : ſince this is affirmed, 
not merely by Papias, whoſe authority 


never went far; bur by Origen, Irengus, Ei*b.1. 3, 


Euſebius, S. Ferom, and others. But | 


muſt diſtinguiſh between S. Matthew's L.6. c. 25. 


Authentick Goſpel, which Pantenus law in R 
the Znudies, and that which was called 
the Goſpel according to the Hebrews, and 
the Nazaren Goſpel. S. Jerom in one place 
ſeems to inſinuate, that S. Matthew's Go- 
ſpel was preſerved in the Library of Pam- 
philus at Cafarea, and that the Nazarens 


at Berrhza in Syria had given him leave Marth. 


to tranſcribe it. But if we compare this 
with other places in him, we ſhall find, 
that he queſtion d whether this were the 
Authen- 


I, 
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Authentick Goſpel of S. Matthew or not ; 
Comment. he ſaith, #t is \ ſo called by many ; bur he 
m Math confeſſes it was the ſame which the Fi. 
onites and Nazarens uſed. In which were 
many interpolations, as appears by the 
colle&ions out of it in S. Ferom's Works 
and other ancient Writers ; which ſome 
learned men have put together. And $, 
InIac.11. Ferom often calls it the Goſpel according ty 
— the Hebrews, And ſo do other ancient 
Writers: From the laying ſeveral paſſa- 
—_— ges together, Eraſmus ſuſpetts, that S. 
nic. c.1, Jerom never {aw any other than the com- 
mon Niazaren Goſpel, 'and offers a good 
reaſon for it, viz, That he never made 
ule of its authority to correct the Greek 
of S. Matthew, which he would not have 
failed to have done in his Commentaries ; 
and he produces the Nazaren Goſpel upon 
ſleight occaſions. Burt how came the Pre- 
face to be curtail'd in the Ebionite Go- 
Jpel » Of which Epiphanins gives an ac- 
count, and ſhews what was inſerted in- 
flead of it: No, ſay the Fbionites, the 
Preface was added by the Tranſlator inte 
Greek. From whatevidence ? and to what 
end 2 To prove that Chriſt was born of the 
Floly Spirit. This then muſt be look'd 
on 252 mere Forgery ; and thoſe Ebonites 
vere in the right, who held him to 8 
the 


—_— <- aa ck. wi cc. mn. oo fr. A tw ob 


the Dofrine of the Trinity. 


the. Son of Joſeph and Mary. What dv 


theſe men mean by ſuch ſuggeſtions as 
theſe > Are they refolved to ſet up Deiſm 
among us, and in order thereto, to un» 
dermine the authority of the New Teſta- 
ment 2 For it is not only S. Matthew's 
Goſpet, but S. Luke's and S. John's which 
they ſtrike at, under the pretence of re- 
preſenting the arguments of theſe wretch- 
ed Ebionites. Iftheir arguments are mean 
and trifling and merely precarious, why 
are they not lighted and anſwered by 
ſuch as pretend to be Chriſtians If they 
think them good, we ſee what we hare 
todo with theſe men ; it is not the Do- 
frine of the Trinity, ſo much as the autho- 
rity of the Goſpels, which we are to main- 
tain againſt them: And not thoſe only, 


| for the Ebionites rejetted all $. Paul's F- 
| piſtles; and called him an Apoſtate and 


a Trauſgreſſor of the Law. What ſay our 


from Epiphanius, and becauſe he quotes no 


Author, it ſeems to be one of his malicious © 


Tales. This is a very ſhort way of an- 
{wering, if it would fſatisfie any men of 
ſenſe. But they ought to have remem- 


77 


| Pnitarians to this? Why truly, This comes afow's 
Dr. Bull, 


bred that within a few Pages, they alledge . 40. 


Epiphanius as a very competent Witnels 
about the Ebzonites, becauſe he was born 
mn 
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in Paleſtme, and [ved very near it. But 

we do not rely wholly upon Epiphanius in 

this matter. For thoſe whom they allow 

tobe the beſt Witneſſes as to the DoCtrine 

of the Nazarens, {ay the ſame thing con- 

P. 39 cerning them. As the moſt learned Ori- 
-"oO9 gen, as they call him, who lived a long 
2. 274 time in Sy ria aud Paleſtine zt ſelf; and 
he affirms, that both ſorts of Ebionites re- 

Theodor. jetted S. Paul's Epiſtles : and Theodoret, 
'*- who they ſay, /zved in Ccaleſyria, where 
the Nazarens moſt abound, affirms of them, 
That they allowed only the Goſpel according 

to the Hebrews, and called the Apoſtle an 
Apoſtate : by whom they meant 5. Paul. 
And the ſame is faid by S. Ferom who 
Hieron.in Converſed among them; That they look 
Marth £12. gy. $. Paul as a 7 ra»ſgreſſor of the Law, and 
receive none of his Writings. Have we not 

now a very comfortable account of the 

Canon of the New Teſtament from theie 

ancient Z#itarians > And if our modern 

ones account them their Predeceſſors, we 

may judge what a mean opinion they 

muſt have of the Writings of the New 
Teſtament. For if they had any concern- 

ment for them, they would never ſuffer 

{uch {candalous infinuations to paſs with- 

out a {evere cenlure, and a ſufficient an- 

iwvcr, But their Work ſeems to be rather 

to 


rit 


ce 
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to pull down, than to eſtabliſh the authn- 
rity of revealed Religion; and. we know 
what ſort of men are gratified by it. 


—""_ 


CHAP. IV. 


Of the conſiderable- Men they pretend 
to' have been-of their Opinion in the 
Primitive Church. 


| Now come to conſider the men of Senſe 
they pretend to among thele ancient 
Unitarians. 
The firſt is 7heodotion, whom they 
make to be an Unitarian. Burt he was, 


ſaith Euſebius from Ireneus, a Jewiſh Pro- Euſeb. l.s. 
c. 8. 


ſelyte, and ſo they may very ' much in- 
creale the number of Znitarians, by ta- 
king in all the Fews as well as Proſelytes. 
But mult theſe paſs for mez of Senſe too, 
becauſe they are againſt the Dodtrine of 
the Trinity, and much upon the ſame 
grounds with our modern Znitarians ? 
For they cry out of Contradidtions and Im- 
poſſibilities juſt as they do; 4. e. with as 
much confidence and as little reaſon. Sym- 
machus 1s another of their ancient Herves; 

le 
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Epiph. de he was, if Epiphanids may be believed, 
| firſt a Samaritan, and" then ' a Jew, and 
Euſeb. 1.6. Fuſebius faith indeed, -7hatihe was an'FEbi- 
6.17- onite, and therefore for obſerving the Law 
Auguſt. e. of Moſes. © S. Auguſtin Taith, that "in hi 
; oye *: time the Sy mmachijanj were both for Cir- 
Hier. in camcifion and Baptiſm.” © S. Jerom obſerves, 
Heb. c.3- that Theodotion and Symmachas, both F- 
bionites, 'tranſlated the ' Old Teſtament iv 
what concerned our Saviour, like Jews, \and 
Aquila who was a Few, like a Chriſtian ; 
but in another place he blames af three 
Adverf, for the ſame fault. Euſebius goes ſome- 
Ruffin. what farther : 'for he faith, Symmachus 
wrote azainſt $. Matthew's Goſpel to efta- 
Bliſh his own Herejie, which ſhew'd he 

was a true Ebijonite, 
The-next-they mention as one of their 
great Lights, was Paulus Samoſatenus, Bi- 
ſhop and Patriarch of Antioch. But in a- 
nother place, they have a ſpitetul Inſinu- 
Avfwer to 2tioN, that men in ſuch places are the great 
che Archb. enſtoners of the World ; as though they 
oe: were {way only by intereſt ; and that 
' it keeps them from embracing of the truth. 
Now Parlzs Samoſatenus gave greater OC- 
calion for ſuch a Suſpicion than any of 
che perſons {0 unworthily reflected upon, 
For he was a man noted for his Aﬀectati- 
on of exceſſive Vanity and Fomp, and ve- 
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ry \lenjuſt methods of growing : tich. It is 

well we have Euſebins his Teſtimony for Euſeb. : -. 
this; for they fleight Epiphanids: for his ©?” 
malicious Tales, and: S.: Ferom for his: Les. 

gends ; but they commend £Zxjebius:tor 

his Exattneſs and Diligence. And:1 hope Rf8. om 
Fheodoret way eſcape: their cenſure, who'y”"; 
athrms; that Paulus Samofatenus{uited his Anſwer to 
Pofrine to his ixtereft with'Zenobia; who Milbourn, 


| then governed in thoſe parts of Syria ay d® 20, 


Pheenicia,: who:profeſſed her ſelf to. be of 

the Jewiſh: Perſwaſton. Athanaſius faith, Athan. ad 
She was a Jew and a Favourer- of Paulus fot. vit 
Samolatenus. What his opinions were, g;7. Lo 
our ©nitarians do not take rhe pains to 

inform us, taking 'it for granted that he | 
was of their Mind. Euſebizs faith, Ze 'Evfcb.! 3- 
had a very mean'and low opinion. of Chriſt, © © 

as having nothing in him above? the commoy 

nature of Mankind. Theodoret \aith, he 

tell into the Doctrine of Artemon to ob- 

lige Zenobia; and Artemon, he faith, held 

that Criſt was a mere Man born of a Vir- 

gin, but exceeding the Prophets in Excel- 

lency. Where the words >; avSegmm 

are uſed to expreſs the opinion of A4rte- 

mon, Which ought'to be taken notice of, R<ſponſ. 
becauſe our modern aitarians fay, That er 
thoſe word's among the ancient Writers were ſis p-r 12. 
taken in oppoſition to the miraculous Con- B"'» ? 
ception of our Saviour. But © 
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But Paulus Samoſatenus was univerſally 
diſowned by the Chriſtian Church of that 
time ; although as long as Zenobia held 
her Power, he kept his See ; which was 
for ſome time after he was firſt called-in 
queſtion for his Hereſie. But at firſt he 

Refawan! made uſe of many Arts and Devices to 
mſater. deceive the Chriſtian Biſhops of the beſt 


ſs arr & Reputation, who aſſembled at Antioch in 


Der." order to the ſuppreſſing this dangerous 
Conc. Sar- DoErine, as they all accounted it. For 
— apud hearing of his opinions about our Saviour, they 
Jar.frag- T : . 
ment. p. ran together, faith Euſebius, as againſt a 
7, P_ Wolf which defigned to . deſtroy the Flock. 
Euf-b.;, Now from hence it is very reaſonable to 
c. 27. argue, that the Samoſatenian Dottrine was 


Theodor. 2 
ie £þ 7 then look'd on as a very dangerous No- 


2.c.8, velty in the Chriſtian Church. For, al- 
though the Ebonites had aſſerted the ſame 


thing, as to the Divinity of our Saviour, 


yet they werenot look'd on as true Mem- 
bers of the Chriſttan Church ; but as S. 
Terom ſaith, While they affeited to be both 
Jews and Chriſtians, they were neither Fews 
nor Chriſtians. Artemon whoever he was, 
was but an obſcure perſon ; and Zheodotus 
had Learning, they ſay, but was of no 
place in the Church ; bur for ſuch a con- 
ſiderable perſon as the Biſhop of Antioch 
to own ſuch a DoEtrine mutt —— 

bly 


s > R9ÞX$0s . W3 ws 


. , 2 = 465%... W—_—— CC 


_—_ 


_— » Www as”. FT” Www TS A” WS was C7 SD 


| their proceedings againſt Paulus Samoſa- 
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bly diſcover the general ſence of the Chri- 
flian Church concerning it. Paulus Sa» 
moſatenns wanted neither parts, nor inte- 
reſt, nor experience; and he was ſupport- 
ed by a Princeſs of great Spirit and Cou- 
rage, enough to have daunted all the 
Biſhops, at leaſt in thoſe parts, from ap- 
pearing 2gainſt him. But ſuch was the 
zeal and concernment of the Biſhops of 
the Chriſtian Church in this great affair, 
that they not only afſembled themſelves, 


but they communicated it to Diony/tus Athanaſ. 
Biſhop of Alexandria, and to another of 4 


the ſame name, Biſhop of Rome, and 0- 
thers ; and deſired their advice and con- 
currence, who did all agree in the con- 
demnation of his DoArrine. The former 
faid, He would have gone himſelf ro A4x- 
tioch, but for his extreme old Age ; and 
hedied ſoon after the firſt Council, which 
met ar Antioch on this occaſion ; but he 
ſent his judgment ' and reaſons thither, 
which we find in an Epi/tle of his (till ex- 
tant, whereof mention is made in the E- 
piſtle of the ſecond Synod of Antioch to 
Dionyfius Biſhop of Rome, and Maximus 
Biſhop of Alexandria, and all other Bi- 
ſhops, Prieſts and Deacons of the Catholick 
Church, wherein they give an account of 
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tenus, and they fay, They had invited the 
Biſhops of the remoter parts to come to An- 
tioch for the ſuppreſſion of this damnable 
Dofrine ; and among the reſt Dionyfius 
of Alexandria, and Firmilian of Cappade- 
cia, as perſons of greateſt reputation then 
in the Church. Firmilian was there at 
the former Synod, (of whom Theodoret 
ſaith, that he was famous both for divine 
and humane Learning) and fo were Gregs 
rius Thaumaturgus and Athenodorus Bi- 
ſhops of Pontus, and Helenus Biſhop of 
Tarſus in Cilicia, and Nicomas of Tconium, 
and Hymen&us of Jeruſalem, and Theotec- 
mus of Caſarea; who all condemned his 
Detrine, but they ſparcd his perſon up- 
on his ſolemn Promiſes to retra& it ; but 
he perſiſting in it when they were gone 
home, and freſh complaints being made 
of him, Firmilian was coming a third 
time to Antioch, but dicd by the way: 
but thoſe Biſhops who wrote the Syno- 
dical Epiſtle do all affirm, That they were 
Witneſſes and many others, when he con- 
demned his Doftrine, but was willing to for- 
bear his perſon upon his promiſe of amend- 
ment , which they found aſterwards was 
merely deluſory. 

Dionyſins Alexandrinus, they ſay, would 
wot write to bim, but ſent hs mind about 
him 
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him to the Church of Antioch. Which F- 
piſtle is mention'd by S. Jerom, (as writ- 


| ren by him a little before his death) a 


well as by Euſebius and Theodoret; and I 
do not ſee ſufficient reaſon to queſtion the 
authority of that, which Fronto Duczus 
publiſhed from 7urrians Copy, although 
it be denied by ZZ. Yalefhus and others. 
It's ſaid, indeed, That he did not write to 
him, 1. e. he did not direct it to him, but 
he might ſend it to the Council in an» 
{wer to his Letters, which he mentions. 
How far zt differs from his ſtyle in other 
Epiffler, 1 will not take upon meto juage ; 
but the deſign is very agreeable to an E- 
piſtle from him on that occaſion. It's 
true, that it ſeems to repreſent the opint- 
on of Paulus Samoſatenus after a diflerent 
manner from what it iscommonly thought 
to have been. But we are to conſider, 
that l;e made uſe ct all the Aris to 0d.(- 
puiſe himſelf that he could; and when 
he tound the making Chriit to be a mere 
Man weuld not be born, ke went from 
the EZjonite to the Cerinthian HH ypotheſts, 
viz. That the Ac7g; did dwell in him, and 
that there were two Perſons in Chri/t, one 
Divize and the other Fluman2; and two 
Sons, the one by Nature the Son of God, 
who had a Pre exiſtence, and the other the 
2 $038 
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Son of Navid, who had no ſubſiſtence before, 
This is the opinion which Diony/tus ſets 
himſelf againſt in that Epiſtle; and which 
therefore iome may imagine was Written 
after Neſtorius his Herefie. But that was 
no new Herefie, as appears by the Cerin- 
thians; and it was that which Paulus $4 
moſatenus fled to, as more plauſible ; which 
not only appears by this Epiſtle, . but by 
what Athanaſius and Epiphanius have de 

Iivered concerning it. 
Athan. de Athanaſius. wrote a Book of the Jacar- 
pI ation againſt the followers of Paulus Sa- 
#59 moſatenus, who held, as he ſaith, 7wo Per- 
ſons in Chriſt, viz. One born of the Virgin, 
and a divine Perſon, which deſcended up 
on him and dwelt in him. Againſt which 
opinion he diſputes from two places of 
Scripture; wiz. God was manifeſt in the 
| Fleſh; and the Word was made Fleſh : and 
þ from the ancient Doctrine of the Chriſti 
wr. an Church, and the Synod of Antioch x 
a. gainſt Paulus Samoſatenus. And in ano- 
'$ P. 635 ther place he faith, thar he held, 7hat the 
| divize Word dwelt in Chriſt. And the 
4 I Ear at iow words of Epiphanius ate 
| ,hous]e or Inos Ardy ww om exprets to the fame pur 
Epiph. her. 65. 7. 1. pole : That the Logo: 
Cool abr rm or came and dwelt in tht 
Man Feſas. And the Cler 
| gy of Couſtantinople charged Neſtorin 
| witl 
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with following the Herefie of Paulus Sa- 
moſatenus. And Photius in his Epiſtles Phot. E- 
faith, That Neſtorius taſted too much of ® 26 
the intoxicated Cups of Paulus Samoſate- 
nus; and in theforegoing Epiſtle, he faith, 
That Paulus his followers aſſerted two Hy- 
poſtaſes in Chriſt. But ſome think, that 
Paulus Samoſatenus did not hold any ſub- 
ſiſtence of the AZzos before, but that the 
Word was in God before without any ſub- 
ſiſtence of its own, and that God gave it 
a diſtint ſubſiſtence when it inhabited in 
the Perſon of Chriſt ; and fo Marius Mer- Marius 
cator and Leontius underſtand him ; who —_—_ 
fay that he difler'd from Neſtorius th-rein ; Neſtorii, | 
who aſſerted a Divine Word with its pro- "16. 
per ſubſiſtence. But according to them {, is p. 
Paulus by the Word underilood that Dij- 436. edit. 
vine Energy whereby Chriſt acted , and _ 
which dwelt in him ; but Dzony/tus faith 
he made two Chriſts, and two Sons of God. 
But the Dodrine of the Chriſtian Church, 
he faith was that there was but one Chriſt, 
and one Son, who ww the Eternal Word, 
and was made Fleſh. And it is obſervable, 
that he brings the very ſame places we do 
now to prove this Doctrine, as /r the be- 
ginning was the Word, &c. and Before A- 
braham was Tam. Ir ſeems that ſome of 
the Biſhops who had been upon the exa- 
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mination of his Opinions before the ſe- 
cond Synod, which depoſed him, ſent him 
an account of their Faith and required his 
anſwer; wherein they declare the Son 
not to be God, according to God s Decree, 
(which he did not ſtick at) but that he 
was ſo really aud ſubſtantially ; and whos» 
ſoever denied this, they ſaid, was out of 
the Communion of the Church, and all the 
Catholick Churches agreed with them in it. 
And they declare, that they received 
this DoArine from the Scriptures of the Old 
and New Teſtament, and bring the ſame 
places we do now, as, Thy Throne O God 
was for ever, &c. Who is over all, God 
Lleſſed for ever. All things were made by 
him, &c. And we do not find that Pau 
lus Samoſatenus, as ſubtle as he was, ever 
imagind that theſe places belong'd to any 
other than Chriſt, or that the making of al 
things was to be underſtood of the making 
of nothing ; but putting it into mens pow- 
cr to make themſelves new Creatures, 
Thele were diſcoveries only reſerved for 
the Men of Sexſe and clear Ideas in theſe 
brighter Ages of the World. 
but at laſt, after all the arts and ſub- 
terfi:ges which Paulus Samoſatenus uled, 
there was a Man of Senle, as it happend, 
among tie Clergy of Antioch, called 
Malchion, 
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Malchion, who was ſo well acquainted 
with his Sophiſtry, that he drove him 
out of all, and laid his Senſe fo open be- 
fore the ſecond Synod, that he was folemn- 
ly depoſed for denying the Divinity of Euſeb. 1 7. 
the Son of God, and his Deſcent from Fea- * 3*- 
ven, as appears by their Synodical Epiſtle. 
It is pity we have it not entire; but by 
the Fragments of it, which are preſerved 
by ſome ancient Writers, we find that his, 
Doftrine of the Divinity in him by 7zha- Ncttor.7.3. 
bitation was then condemned, and the 
ſubſtantial Union of both Natures aſlert- 
ed. I have only one thing more to ob- 
ſerve concerning him, which is, that the 
Arian Party in their Decree at Sardica, 
(or rather Philippepolis) do confeſs that 
Paulus Samoſatenus his Dofrine was con- 
demned by the whole Chriſtian World. 
For they ſay, That which paſſed in the Hilar.trag- 
Eaſtern Synod, was ſigned and approved by T\., © 
all. And Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria, Theod-lu. 
in his Epiſtle to Alexander of Canſtantino-© * 
ple affirms the ſame. And now | hope, 
I may delire our Men of Senſe to reflect 
upon theſe Matters. Here was no Fire 
wr Faggot threatned, no Imperial Fdifts 
to inforce this DoQrine, nay the Uueen 
of thoſe parts, under whoſe Juriſdiction 
they lived at that time, openly eſpouſed 
4 rhe 
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the cauſe of Paul!s Samoſatenus, 1o that 
here conld be nothing of zntereſt to ſway 
them to a& in oppoſition to her. And 
they found his intere{t ſo ſtrong, that he 
retained the Poſſeſſion of his See, till 4u- 
reltan had conquer'd Zenobia, and by his 
authority he was ejeted. This Syxed 
which depoſed him, did not fit in the 
time of Aurelzan, asis commonly thought, 
but before his time, while Zexobia had 
all the power in her hands in thoſe Ea- 
ſtern parts, which ſhe enjoy'd five years; 
- till ſhe was diſpoſſeſs'd by Avureltan, from 


PagiCrit- \phence Ant. Pagi concludes, that Paulus 
ca 1n Bar, 


A.212.u.2. kept his See three years after the Sentence 


againſt him ; but upon application to Au- 
relian; he who afterwards began a Perlſc- 
cution againſt all Chriſtians, gave this 
rule, That he with whom theltalian Biſhops, 
and thoſe of Rome communicated, (hould 
enjoy the See, upon which Paulus was at 
laſt turned out. By this we fee a concar- 
rexce of all the Chriſtian Biſhops of that 
time againſt him, that denied the Dzvini- 
ty of our Saviour; and this without any 
force, and againſt their zatereſt, and with 
a general conſent of the Chriſtian World, 
For tlicre were no mighty Awes and Dra- 


Heſwer ro conic Santtions to compell, of which they 


the Arch- : { » a 7 Ne 
biſur b.54. ſometimes ſpeak, as if they were the o 
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ly powerfull methods ta make this Do- 
arine go down. And what greater ar- 
gument can there be, that it was then 
the general ſenſe of the Chriſtian Church? 
And it would be very hard to condemn all 
his Oppolers for men that wanted Seyſe 
and Reaſon, becauſe they fo unanimouſly 
oppoſed him. 

Not ſo unanimouſly neither, ſay our ©ui- 
tarians, becauſe Lucian, a Preſbyter of the 
Church of Antioch, and a very learved 
man, joyned with bim. It would have 
been ſtrange indecd, it ſo great a Man as 
Paulus Samoſatenus, could prevail with 
none of his own Church to joyn with 
him, eſpecially one that came from the 
lame place of Samoſata, as Lucian did ; 
- probably was by him brought thi- 
ther. 

He hath an extraordinary character 
given him by Exſebius, both for his Life 
and Learning ; and {o by S. Jerom, with- 
out the leaſt refletion upon him as to 
matter of Faith, But on the other fide, 
Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria in his E- 
piſtle concerning A4rins to Alexander of 


Conſtantinople, doth ſay, That he follow'd Theod 11. 


Euſeb 18, 
13, 9.c. 6. 


Paulus Samoſatenus, and held ſeparate © + 


Communion for many years, under the three 
following Biſhops. He doth not ſay that 
he died ſo, when he ſuffer'd Martyrdom 

under 
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under Maximinus at Nicomedia ; neither 
doth he fay the contrary. Upon which 
learned Men are divided, whether he per. 
ſiſted in that opinion or not.  Petavius 
Fetav. © and Paleftus give him up ; on the other 
rinmt.zs.1. a . . . » 
e 4 . 13. ſide Baronius vindicates him, and faith, 
H. Valeſi- The mif-report of him came from his 
od. 1.1.c 4, Zeal 2gainſt Sabellianiſm; and that Alex- 
Baron. A. ander wrote that of him before his Books 
2:3 *.75- were throughly examin'd; that Athanafe 
us never joyns him with Paulus Samoſate- 
us ; that the Arians never produced his 
authority in their debates, as they would 
have done, fince the Emperor's Mother 
had built a City in the place where he 
ſuffer'd Martyrdom. It cannot bedoubt- 
ed that the Arian Party would have it be- 
lieved that they came out of Luczarn's 
School, as appears by Arius his Epiſtle 
to Euſebirs of Nicomedia; but on the 0- 
ther ſide, the great argument to me is, 
That this very party at the Council of 
Antioch, produced a Creed, which they 
ſaid, was there found written with Luct- 
an's own hand, which 1s direaly contrary 
$0z13c.5. to the Samoſatenian DoArine. Now, et- 
ther this was true or falle : if it were 
true, then it was falſe that he was a S4a- 
meſatenian; if it were falle, how came the 
Arian Party to give it out for true? E- 
{peciaily thole who valucd themſelves tor 
| coming 
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coming out of his &choo/. They were 
far enough from being ſuch weak men to 
produce the authority of Lucian at Anti- 
och, where he was ſo much eſteemed, for 
a Doctrine utterly inconſiſtent with that 
of Paulus Samoſatenus, if it were there 
known, that he was his Diſciple, and ſe- 
parated from three Biſhops on that ac- 
count. For therein the Son 1s owned to 
be God of God, begotten of the Father be- 
fore all Ages, perfett God of perfett God, &c, 
Suppoſe they had 2 mind to ſubvert the 
Nicene Faith by this Creed under the 
name of Lucian, (only becauſe 5.ugnc; 
was left out) yet what an improbable 
way did they take, when they ſupported 
the main points by his authority, and 
that at Antioch, where it was greateſt ? 
If Philoſtorgius may be credited, the 
great men of the Arian Party had been 
his Scholars, as beſides Euſebins of Nico- 
media, Maris of Chalcedon, Theognis of Nice, 
Leontius of Antioch, 2nd ſeveral other 
leading Biſhops, and even Arius himſelf 
pretended to it. Which makes me apt 
to think, that Alexander knowing this, 
and at firſt not being able ſo wellto judge 
of Lucian's opinion, charged him with 
following Paulus Samoſatenus, from whence 
the odizm would fall upon his Scholars. 

For 
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A Vindication of 
For his deſign is to draw the ſucceſſion 
down from Ebion, and Artemon, and Pau- 
lus Samoſatenus, and Lucian to Arius and 
his Aſſociates ; and charges them with 
holding the ſame Dodcrine, wherein he 
was certainly miſtaken; and ſo he might 
be about Luctan's ſeparation from the tol- 
lowing Biſhops on that account. 

The laſt our Uuitarians mention a- 
mong their great men, is Photinus Biſhop 
of Sirmiuam. They take it for granted 
that he was of their opinion. This is 
certain, that whatever it was, it Was ge- 
nerally condemned, as well by rhe Ari 
ans as others; and aſter ſeveral Councils 
called, he was depoſed for his Hereſie. 
The firſt time we find him condemned, 
was by the Arian Party in a ſecond Coun- 
cil at Antioch, as appears by the profel- 
fion of Faith drawn up by them, extant 
in Athanaſius and Socrates. There they 


' anathematize exprelsly the Diſciples of 


Marcellus and Photinus, for denying the 
Pre-exiſtence and Deity of Chriſt. But 
by Chriſt, they underſtood, The Perſon 
born of the Virgin, who was the Son of God; 
but they did not deny the Pre-exi/tence of 
the As, and never dream'd that any 
could think that Chriſt was to be called 
the AZ39;, from his Office of Preaching, 
as 


the Doftrine of the Trinity. 45 


2s our modern @##tarians afſerr. But 
Photinus his opinion was, That the Afyo; Athan, de 
was before all Ages, but not Chriſt, or the pay Ce 
Son of God, which divine word was partly e. 897- 
internal, and ſo it was ever with God, and 
partly external, when it was communicated 
to the Perſon of Chriſt, whereby he became 
the Son of God. i3ut the Ariazs there de- 
chre their Belief, That Chriſt was the li- 
ving Word, and Son of God before all Worlds, 
and by whom he made all things. The next 
time he 1s ſaid to be condemned, was in 
that which is called the Council at Sar- 
dica, but was the Council of the Eaitern 
Biſhops after their parting from the We- 
ſtern. This is mention'd by Epiphanizs pane 
and Sulpitius Severus, the latter faith he j;c"$ever. 
difter'd from Sabe/ius only in the point of 1. 2p. 397- 
Union, 1. e, becauſe Sabellius made the 
Perſons to be merely Denominations which 
was then called the Hereſfie of the /nionita; 
and thcretore Photinus mutt aftert an Fly- Prudent 
poſtafis to the AZo;, orelie he did not at 3P%" 
all differ from Sabellius. And it appears 
by 'Epiphanius, that Fhotinus did diftin- 
euiſh between Chriſt and the Word. In 
the Beginning was the Word, ſaid he, but Epiph-n2: 
not the Son, which title was promiſed and 
foretold, But did not belonz to Chriſt till be 
was born of the Holy Ghojt and Vary, 1o 

he 
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he expreſſes it. Herein, ſaith Epiphanius, 
he follow'd Paulus Samoſatenus, but ex- 
ceeded him in his Inventions. In anſwer 
to him, he ſaith, that S. John's words are 
not, 1n the Beginning was the Word, and 
the Word was in God, but the Word wa; 
with God, and the Word was God. Little 
did either ſide imagine that this was to be 
underſtood of the beginning of the Goſpel, 
as our modern Photinians would make us 
believe they think ; but Photinus himſelf 
was a Perſon of too much Sagacity to 
take up with ſuch an abſurd and inſipid 
ſence. I paſs over the freſh condemnati- 
ons of Photinus in the Councils at Milan 
and Rome, becauſe his opinion 1s not to 
be learnt from them; and come to that at 
Cirmium, where it is more particularly 
ſet torth, as well as condemned. But here 
we muſt diſtinguiſh the two Councils at 
Sirmium ; in the former, he was condem- 
ned, but the people would not part with him 
but in the ſecond, he was not only con- 
demned, but efiectually depoled, the Em- 
peror Con(tantins a profeſled / Arian, 'forc- 
ing him to withdraw : But it was upon 
his own Appeal to the Emperor againſt 
Fpiph.be. the Judgment of the Council, who ap- 
eet.71. pointed JudgesDelegates to hear this caule : 


L. 2. : 
7 » * ard Baſilins Ancyranus was the manager 
of 


the Dofrine of the Trinity. _ 47 


of the debate with him, wherein he is $9244<.6. 
ſaid to have been ſo much teo hard for _ Feng 
Photinus, that the Emperor himſelf or- «. 8. 
derd his Baniſhment. And I can find 
nothing of his return ; but our Un:tari- 
ans have found out (but they do not tell 
us where) that the people recalled him, and 
ſo he planted his Doftrine among them, that Hi}. of the 
it overſpread and was the Religion of the a: 
Illyrican Provinces, till the Papacy on one 
band, and the Turk os the other, ſwal- 
low'd up thoſe Provi:ces. This looks too 
like making Hiſtory to ſerve a turn, unleſs 
ſome good proof were brought for it. But _ 
inſtead of Photinus his returning, and his _ <4 
Dotrine prevailing and continuing there, 11. y.888. 
we find Yalentinian calling a Council in 
Illyricum , and eſtabliſhing the Nicene 
Faith there : and a Council at Aquileia a- 
gainſt the Arians, where the Biſhop of 
Sirmium was pretent, and declared agiin(t Þ 2 999- 
Arianiſm, and joyned- with S. Ambroje, 
who condemns Photinus for making 
Chriſt the Son of David, and not the Son of Ambrol.. 
God. Paulinus faith in his Life, that he _—_ 
went on purpole to Sirmzm to conſecraie 
an Orthodox Biſhop there ; which he did, 
notwithſtanding the power of Ju/tina the 
Empreſs, who tavoured the Arians. S. 
Jerom in his Chronicon ſaith, that Photi- 
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mus died in Galatia which was his own 
Country ; fo that there is tio probability 
in what they affirm of Photzaus his ſettling 
his Doctrine in thoſe parts, tz{/ the Papa- 
cy and the Turk fwallow'd thoſe Provinces ; 
for any one that looks into the Hiſtory of 
thoſe parts may be foon ſatisfied, thar 
not the Pope nor the Turk, but the Zuns 
nnder Attila, made the horrible Devaſla- 
tions not only at Sirmium, but in all the 
conſiderable places of that Country : So 
that if theſe mens reaſon be no better 
than their Hiſtory, there is very little 
cauſe for any to be fond of their Wri- 
tings. 

But as though it were not enough to 
mention ſuch things once; in their an- 


{wer to the late Archbiſhop's Sermons, they 
inlarge upon it. For he having juſtly re- 
buked them for the Novelty of their Inter- 
pretations, they, to avoid this, boaſt of 
the concurrence of the ancient Znitarzans, 
An. to the the followers of Paulus and Photinus, who, 
ebbſd. they fay, abounded every-where, and even 


Serm P.53- poſſeſſed ſome whole Provinces. This pal- 


ſage | wasnot a little ſurprized at. Since 
Theodoret, who, I think, was ſomewhat 
Theot,r, INIre to be c:edited than Sandius, doth 
her:t.F.b. fo expreily fay, That the S1moſatenians 


L 2.inPbs- aud Photinians were extinit in his time, 
e170. 
in 


the Dorme of the-Trinity. 


| in a place already mentioned. But upon 


ſearch I could find no other ground for it, 


{ but a paſſage or two in Savdius, who is 
| none of the exacteſt Hiſtorians. 
| place he ſaith from an obſcure Poliſh Chro- 


In one 


xicle (extant in no other Language but 
of that Country) that the Bulgarians 
when they firſt received Chriſtianity embra« 
ced Photinianiſm. And is not this very 
good Authority among us ? From hence 
he takes it for granted, that they all conti- 
med Photinians to the time of Pope Nico- 
las, who converted them. But all this is 
grounded on a ridiculous miſtake in Pla- 
tina, who in the Lite of Nzcolas faith, 
that the Pope confirmed them in the Faith, 
pulſo Photino ; whereas it ſhould be pulſo 
Photio ; tor Photius at that time was Pa- 
triarch of Conſtantinople, and as appears by 
his firſt Epiſtle, aſſumed their Converſion 
to himſelf ; and inſiſted upon the right of 
Juriſdiction over that Country. Sandius 
referrs to Blondus ; who ſaith no ſuch thing, 
but only that the Bulgarians were conver- 
ted before ; which is true ; and the Greek 
Hiſtorians,as Joh. Caropalates,Zonaras, and 
others, gives a particular Account of it ; 
but not a word of Photinianiſm in it. So 
that the Archbiſhop had very great reaſon 
to charge their Interpretation with No- 
t velty : 
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welty ; and that not only becauſe the Phor 
tinians had no ſuch Provinces , as they 
boaſt of ; but that neither Paulus Samoſa- 
tenus, nor Photinus, nor any of their fol- 
lowers, that we can find, did ever inter- 
pret the beginning of $. John, as they do ; 
i.e. Of the New Creation,and not of the Old ; 
and fo, as the Word had no Pre-exiſtence 
before he was born of the Virgin. I do not 
confine them to the Niceniſts, as they call 
them ; but let them produce any one a- 
 mong the Samoſatenians,or Photinians,who 
Sind =P" fo underſtood S. Fobn., And therein Sar 
CCICLE.T. , . : . 

». 64.93. 4ius Wa3 In the right (which ought to be 
allow'd him, for he is not often {o) when 
he faith, that no Chriſtian Interpreter be- 
fore Socinus ever held ſuch a ſenſe of the 
Word, as he did ; and therefore his followers 
he ſaith, ought to be called Socinians only, 
and not Ebionites, Samoſatenians, or Pho- 
tinians, 

But to return to Photinus his Opinion. 

Socr. 1. 2.Tt 1s obſervable, what Socrates faith, con- 

& 9%, Cerning his being depoſed at Sirmium, 

wy 6524+ VIZ. that what was done in that matter 

as 4% was univerſally approved, ot only then, 
oy »='y.. Out afterwards. So that here we have the 

7 v6 general Conſent of the Chriſtian World, 

9 :47..40 that divided time, againſt the Photi- 

aA" . . 
- Tavle, nian DoArine. And vet it was not - 
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ſo unreaſonable as our Znztarians ; for 
Photinus aſſerted the Pre-exiſtence of the 
Ay@-» and its inhabitivg in Chriſt from his 
Conception ; wherein he difter'd from Pau« 
las Samoſatenus who aſſerted it to have 
been por the Merit of his Virtue. In the 
Anathema's of the Council of Sirmium a- 
gainſt Photinus, one is againſt any one that _ 
aſſerts that there is one God, but denies _ 6 
Chriſt to have been the Son of God before \\15. EL 
all Worlds, and that the World was made by Pail. 
him in obedience to the Will of the Fa- 
ther. Others, againſt him that aſſerts that 
there was a Dilatation of the Divine Sub- 
flance to make him the Son of God, who 
was a Man born of the Virgin Mary ; this 
appears from Anath. 6, 7, 9. put together. _ 
Which 1s beſt explained by Zilary himſelf -—raray” 
in another place, where he mentions this ro, x. 50. 
as the Photinian DoAtrine, That God the 
Word did extend himſelf ſo far.as to inhabit 
the perſon born of the Virgin. This he 
calls a ſubtle and dangerous Doftrine. And 
therein he ſaith Photinus difter'd from S 1- _ ce 

A rin. 4. 
bellius ; that the Jatter denied any drfe- ,, ;. 
rence between Father and Son, But only in 
Names ; but /'hotimus held a real dittererice, 
but not before the Nativity of Chritt ; 
then he iaid,7 he Divine Word inhabiting in 
Chriſt made him to be the real Son of God. 
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The only doubt is, whether Photinus 
held, the Word to have had a diſtin 
Hypoſtaſis before or not. Marius Merca- 
tor an Author of good credit , who lived 
in S.Augyſtin's time (and to whom an 

Auguſt. Epiſtle of his is extant inthe new Edition 
Ep. 193- of his Works) gives a very particular ac- 
count of the Opinion of Photinus with 
relation to the Neſtorian Controverlie, in 
which he was very well verſed, In an 
Maii Epiſtle written by him on purpoſe, he 
np ſhews that Neſtorius agreed with Fhotins 
p. 17. Mm aſſerting, That the Word had a Pre- 
exiſtence ; aid that the name of Son of God 
did not belong to the IWord, Eut to Chriſt 
after the inhabitation of the Vi/ord. But 
he there ſeems to think, that Photinus did 
not hold the Word to have had a real ZHy- 
poſtaſis betore the Birth of Chrift : but 
when he comes after to compare their 
Opinions more cxaRly, he then affirms, 
that Plotinus and Neſtorizs were agreed, 
and that he did not deny the Word to be 
Con ſubſtantial with God ; but that he wa 
zot the Son of God till Chriſt was born in 
whom he dwelt. By which we ſee how 
little reaſon our ©#itarians have to boalt 

of Photinus as their Predeceſſor. 

As to the boaſt of zhe firſt Unitarians 

7 Rene, that theirs was the general De- 
(trive, 


the Dofrine of the Trinity, 


fArine, before the time of Vitor; it is 
ſo fully confuted by the ancient Writer 


in Euſebius , who mentions it, from the —_— Ls. 


Scriptures and the firſt Chriſtian Writers, © 
named by him, that it doth not deſerve 
to be taken notice of ; eſpecially ſince he 
makes it appear, that it was not heard of 
among them at Rome , till ic was firſt 
broached there by Theodotus, as not only 
he, but Zertullian affirms ; as I have al- 


| ready obſerved. 


Thus I have clcarly proved, that the 
Dotrine of the Trinity, was lo far from 
being embraced only oz the account of force 
and fear, that Thave thewed there was in 
the firſt Ages of the Chriſtian Church, a 
free and general Conſent in it, even when 
they were under P erſecution; and after the 
Arian Controverſie broke out, yet thoſe 
who denied the Pre-exiſtence, and Co-eter- 
aityof the Son of God were univerſally con- 


* demned ; even the Arian Party concurring 


inthe Sy nods mention'd by Hilary. But 
our Unitarzans are {uch great Pretenders to 
Reaſon, that this Argument from the At- 
thority of the whole Chriftian Church, 

lgnifies little or nothing to them. 
Therefore they. would conclude till 
that they have the better of us in point of 
Reaſon, becauſe they tell us, that they 
F 3 has 
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have clear and diſtin& Perceptions, that 
what we call Myſteries of Faith, are Con- 
tradiitions, Impoſſibilities, and pure Non- 


ſenſe ; and that they do not rejeftt them, 


becauſe they do not comprehend them, But 
becauſe they do comprehend them to be ſo. 

This is a very bold Charge, and not 
very becoming the Modeſty and Decency 
of ſuch, who know at the ſame time 
that they oppoſe the Religion publickly 
eſtabliſhed, and in ſuch things waich we 
look on as ſome of the principal Articles 
of the Chriſtian Faith. 


CHAP. 'Y; 


Of their Charge of Contradiction 1m the 
Dottrine of the Trinity. 


BY I ſhall not take any Advantages 
from thence, but immediately pro- 
ceed to the next thing I undertook in this 
Diſcourſe, viz. To conſider what Grounds 
they have for ſuch a Charge as this, of 
Contradiftion and Impoſſibility. In my 
Sermon which gave occaſion to theſe Ex- 
preſitons (as is before intimated) I had un- 
| Lt | dertaken 


the Doftrme of the Trinity. 


dertaken to prove, that conſidering the 
infinite PerfeCtions of the Divine Nature, 
which are ſo far above our reach, God 


' may juſtly oblige us to believe thoſe 


things concerning himſelf which we are 


| not able to comprehend ; and I inſtanced 


in ſome Eſſential Attributes of God, as his 
Eternity, Omniſcience, Spirituality, &c. 
And therefore, if there be ſuch Divine 
Perfeftions, which we have all the Reaſon 
to believe, but no Faculties ſufficient to 
comprehend, there can beno ground from 
Reaſon to reject ſuch a DoCtrine which 
God hath revealed, becauſe the manner of 
it may be incomprehenſible by us. And 
what Anſwer do they give to this ? 

They do not deny it in general, that God 
may oblige us to believe things above our 
Comprehenſion ; but he never obliges us to be+ : 
lieve Contradittions, and that they Charge 
the Dofrine of the Trinity with ; and for 
this they only referr me to their Books, 
where they fay it is made out. But I 
muſt ſay, that I have read and confiderd 
thoſe Traats, and am very far from be- 
ing convinced that there is any ſuch Cox- 
tradiction in this DoAtrine, as it is gene- 
rally received in the Chri/tzan Church; 
or as 1t is explained in the Athanaftan 
Creed, And, I thall thew the unrea- 
E 4 {onablencis 


A Vindication of 


ſonableneſs of this Charge from theſe 
things. 

1. That there is a Difference between 
a Contradiftion in Numbers, and in the Na- 
ture Of things. 

2. That it is #o Contradifion to aſſert 
three Perſons in One Common Nature. 

3. That it is no Contradifion to ſay 
that here are three diſtinft Perſons in the 
Trinity and not three Gods. Tf I can make 
out theſe things, I hope I may abate 
ſomething of that ſtrange and unreaſona- 
ble confidence, wherewith theſe men 
charge the Doctrine of the Trinity with 
Contradiltions. 

1. I begin with the firſt of them. And 
[ ſhall draw up the Charge in their own 


words. In one of their late Books they 
have theſe Words. 
Hiftoryof Theirs, they lay, is an Accountable and 
cheUnitir. po rfonable Faith, but that of the Trinita- 


- 9. WT: . . 
P97" rians & abſurd and contrary both to Reaſon 


and to it ſelf; and therefore not only falſe 
but impoſſible. But wherein lies this n- 
poſſibility >» That they ſoon tell us. Be- 
cauſe we afirm that there are Three Per- 
ſons, who are ſeverally and each of them true 
God, and yet there is but one true God. 
Now, ay they, this is an Error in countint 
or mimbring, which when ſtood in is of all 

others 
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iſe Þ others the moſt brutal and inexcuſable; and 
wot to diſcern it is not to be a Man. What 
een © muſt thele men think the Chriſtian 
Na- ® Church hath been made up of all this 
| while? What? were there zo Mexamong 
ert Þ them but the Znitarians 2 none that had 
common ſenſe, and could tell the difte- 
ſay Þ rence between One and Three 2 But this 
the Þ® is too choice a Notion to be deliver d bur 
ike W once ; we have it over and over trom 
bate MW them. In another place, they ſay, We P:ſexe of 
ona- i cannot be miſtaken in the Notion of One and |,.7 
men W Zhree; we are moſt certain that One is not tarians, 
with W Three, and Three are not One. This it is *: 7: 
to be Men! But the whole Chriſtian 
And World beſides are in Brutal and Trexcu{a- 
own W 4le Errors about Oe and Three. This is 
they W not enough , for they love to charge 
home ; for one of their terrible Objectt- 
and ens againſt the Athanaſian Creed is, That 7 5 
nita- #® here is an Arithmetical, as well as Gram- ,,,, © 
eaſon WF matical Contradition. For, in ſaying God 
falſe i the Father, God the Son, and God the 11o- 
In-$ ly Ghoſt, yet not three Gos but one God, a 
Be- # Man firſt diſtinflly numbers three Gods, aud 
Per then in ſumming them up bruti(hly ſays, not 
true three Gods but one God. Brutiſhly till ! 
God. Have the Brutes and Trinitariaas learnt 
atin F Arithmetick together 2 Methinks ſuch 


of al} Expreſſions do not become ſuch whom 
thers the 


Pe 13: 
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the Chriſtian Church hath ſo long ſince 


condemned for Herefies. But it may be 
with the ſame Civility they will ſay, 7: 
was brutiſhly done of them. But can theſe 
Men of Senſe and Reaſon think, that the 
Point in Controverſie ever was, whether 
in Numbers, One could be Three, or Three 
One? If they think ſo, I wonder they 
do not think of another thing ; which is 
the begging all 7rinitarians for Fools; 
becauſe they cannot count Ore, 7wo and 
Three; and an Unitarian Jury would cer- 
tainly caſt them. One would think ſuch 
Writers had never gone beyond Shop. 
books; for they take it for granted, that 
all dependsupon Coxnting. But theſe ter- 
rible Charges were ſome of the moſt com- 
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Interrogant enim nos 
aliquando Infideles,& di- 
cunt, Patrem quem di- 
citis, Deum dicitis? Re- 
ſpondemus Deum. Fili- 
um quem dicitis, Deum 
dicitis? Reſpondemus 
Deum.Spiritum Santtum 
quemdicitis, Deum dict- 
tis? Reſpondemus Deum. 
Ergo inquiunt , Pater & 
Filius & Spiritus SanQtus 
tres ſunt Dei. Reſpon- 
demus, Non. Turban- 
tur, quia non 1luminan- 
tur, cor clauſum habent 
quia clavem fideinon ha- 
bent AZ. in Joh. Tr. 39. 


mon and trite Obje&tions of In- 
fidels. St. Auguſtin mentions it 
as ſuch, when he faith, the uf 
dels ſometimes ask us,what do you 
call the Father 2 We anſwer, God. 
What the Son ? we anſwer, God, 
What the Holy Ghoſt 2 we an- 
ſwer, God. So that here the 
Infidels make the ſame Obje- 
ion, and draw the very ſame 
Inference. Then, fay they, 
the Father, Son and HH. Ghoſt 
are three Gods, But what ſaith 

S. Ale 
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| S, Auguſtin to this? Had he no more 


Skill in Arithmetick than to ſay there are 
Three and yet but One > He ſaith plainly 
that there are not three Gods. The Infidels 


' are troubled, becauſe they are not Inlightend; 
' their heart is ſhut up, becauſe they are 
' without Faith. By which it is plain, he 
' look'd on thele as the proper Objeions 
{ of Infidels and not of Chriſtians. But 
| may not Chriſtians have ſuch doubts in 


their minds > He doth not deny it; but 


| then he faith, Where the true foundation of 
| Faith is laid in the heart, 


39 


which helps the Underſtanding ; 
we are to embrace with it, all 
that it can reach to; and where 
we can go no farther, we muſt 


| believe without doubting; which 


Nos ergo Fratres, fide 
precedente , quz ſanar 
oculum cordis noſtri , 
quod intelligimus fine 
obſcuritate capiamus , 
quod non intel!igimus 
ſine dubiratione creda. 


i542 wiſereſoluticn of this mat- mus. 14:2. 


ter. For there are ſome things 
revealed, which we can entertain the no- 


| tion of in our minds, as we do of any 


other matters, and yet there may be 
ſome things belonging to them which 
we cannot diſtintly conceive. We be- 


| lieve God to havebeen from all Eternity 
| andthat becauſe God hath revealed it ; but 


here is ſomething we can conceive, viz.that 
be was ſo; and here is ſomething we can- 
not conceive, viz. ZZow he was ſo, This In- 

ſtance 
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ſtance T had produced in my Sermon, to 
ſhew that we might be obliged to believe 
ſuch things concerning God, of which 
we cannot have a clear and diſtin& No- 
tion ; as that God was from all Eternity, 
although we cannot conceive in our 
minds, how he could be from himſelf. 
Now, what faith the Znitarian to this, 
who pretended to Anſwer me? He faith, 
If God muſt be from himſelf, then an Eter- 
nal God is a Contradifion ; for that implies, 
that he was before he was ; and ſo charges 
me with eſpouſing the cauſe of Atheiſts. 1 
wiſh our Unitarians were as free from this 
Charge as I am. Butthis is malicious ca- 
villing. For my deſign was only to ſhew, 
that we could have no diſtin conception 
of ſomething which we are bound to be- 
lieve. For upon all accounts we are bound 
to believe an Eternal God, and yet we 
cannot form a diſtinCt and clear Idea of the 
manner of it. Whether being from him- 
{elf be taken poſatzvely, or negatively, the 
matter 15 not cleared ; the one is Abſurd, 
and the other Unconceivable by us. But 
ſfullT fay, it is a thing that we are bound 
ro believe ſtedfaſtly, although it is above 
our comprehenſion. But inſtead of An- 
{wering to this, he runs out into an Exa- 
mination of one notion of Eternity ; and 

as 
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as he thinks, ſhews ſome Abſurdities in 
that, which are already anſwer'd. But 
that was not my meaning, but to ſhew 


| that we could have no clear and diſtin& 


Notion of Eternity; And if his Argu- 
ments were good they prove what I aim- 
ed at, at leaſt as to that Part ; and himſelf 


{ produces my own Words to ſhew, that 


there were ſuch Difficulties every way, 


| which we could not maſter ; and yet are 


bound to believe, that neceſſary Exiſt- 
ence is an inſeparable Attribute of God. 
So that here we have a clear inſtance of 
what S. Auguſtin faith, That we may be- 
lieve ſomething upon full Conviction, as 
that God is eternal ; and yet there may 
remain ſomething which we cannot reac{1 
to by our underſtanding, viz. the manner 
how Eternity is to be conceived by us : 
which goes agreat way towards clearing 
the Point of the 7rinity, notwithſtanding 


t the Difficulty in our conceiving the man- 


ner how Three ſhould be one,andOne three. 
But S. Auguſtin doth not give 


| it over ſo ; Let ws keep ſtedfaſl, A fundamento fidei 


non recedamus, ut ad 
: culmen PerfteCtionis ve- 
our Faith, that we may arrive niamus. Deus «ft Parer, 
Deus eſt Filius, Deus ett 
ypiritus Sanctus, & t2- 
men Pater non eſt qui Filius ; nec Filius eſt qui Pater, nec nj 
ritu* Sanus, Parris & Fil Spiritus, Pater elt aur Filius. 16d 


faith he, zo the Foundation of 


to the top of Perfection ; the 


Father 


Father is God, the Son is God, the Holy 
Ghoſt is God ; the Father is not the Soy, 
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nor the Son the Father, nor the Holy Ghoſt 
either Father or Son. And he goes on, 


Trinitas Unus Deus, 
Trinitas una /Eternitas, 
una Poteſtas, una Maje- 
ſtas, tres Perſonez ſed 
non tres Di. 


The Trinity is one God, one Fter- 
nity, one Fower, one Majeſty, 
Three Perſons one God. Soit isin 
Eraſmus his Edition ; but the 
late Editors ſay, that the word 


Perſone was not in their Manuſcript, 
And it 15 not material in this Place, ſince 
elſewhere he approves the uſe of the word 


Non audemus dicere 
unam Efſentiam tres Sub- 
Nanrias, ſed unam Eſſen- 
riam vel Subſtantiam , 
tres autem Perſonas , 
quemadmodum mulri 
Latini iſta tra&tantes & 
dignt auftoritate dixe- 
runt, cum ahum mo- 
dum aptiorem non in- 
venirent, quo enuncia- 
rent verbis, quod fine 
verbis intelligebant. Aug. 
ae Trinit, L. 5.c.8. 


Perſons, as the fitte!t to exprels 
our meaning in this Caſe. For 
fince ſome Word muſt be agreed 
upon, to declare our Senſe by, he 
ſaith, thoſe who underſtood the 
Propriety of the Latin tongue, 
could not pitch upon any more 
proper than that, to ſignifie that 
they did not mean three diſtinlt 
Eſſences, but the ſame Eſſence 
with a different Hypoſtaſis , 


founded in the Relation of one to the other ; 


as Father 


and Son have the ſame Divine 


Eſſence, but the Relations being ſo different 
that one cannot be confounded with the other, 
that which reſults from the Relation being 
joyned with the Eſſence, was it which was 


called a Perſon. 


But 


ts, hy 0,44 © =, hn, %, 0 XS 


rs Con =, > Co ceo Wy =» 


But faith S. Auguſtin, The 


Caviller will ask, if there be 


Three, what Three are they ? 
He anſwers, Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt. But then he di- 
ſtioguiſhes between what they 
re in themſelves, and what 
they are to each other. 7he 
Father as to himſelf is God, but 
a to the Son he is Father : the 
Son as to himſelf is God, but as 
to the Father he is the Son. 
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Nunc mihi Calumnia- 
tor reſpondeat, quid er- 
go tres ? Ecce inquit tres 
dixiſti,ſed quid tres expri- 
me? Immo tu numera. 
Nam ego compleo tres, 
cum dico,Pater & Filing 
& Spiritus SanQtus.Jd.ubi 
ſupra. Id enim Pa- 
rer ad ſe eſt, eſt, 
quod ad Filium eſt, Pa- 
ter eft : quod Filius ad 
ſeipſum eſt, Deus eſt ; 
quod ad Patrem eſt, Fi- 
lius eſt. 


But how is it poſſible to underſtand this? 
Why, faith he, Take two men, Father and 
Son ; the one as to himſelf is a Man, but 
as to the Son a Father ; the Son, as to him- 
ſelf a Man, but as to the Father, he 1s a 
Son : but theſe two have the ſame common 


Nature. 


But ſaith he, Wz1/ it not hence follow, 


that as theſe are two Men, ſo 
and Son in the Divine Eſſence 
muſt be two Gods 2 No, there 
lies the difference between the 


bumane and Divine Nature. 
That one cannot be multiplied 


and divided as the other 
is. 


the Father 


Sed non quomodo 1114 
duo homines ſunt fic iſt 
duo Dii. Quare hoc non 
eſt ita ibi * Quia aliud 2. 
liud, hoc autem aliud 
eſt, quia illa Divinicas 
eſt, hzc humanitas. 


And therein lies the true Solution of 
the Difficulty, as will appear afterwards. 


When 
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Ubi cogitare ceeperis, 
incipis numerare ; ubi 
numeraveris, quid nu- 
Meraveris, non pores re- 
fpondere. Pater, Pater 
eſt ; Filius, Filins ; Spt- 
ritus Sanus, Spiritus 
Sanus et. Quid ſunt 
iſti tres? non tres Dii ? 
Non. Non tres omnipo- 
tentes? Non, ſed unus 
Omnipotens. Hoc ſo- 
lo numerum infinuant, 
quod ad invicem ſunt, 
non quod ad fc Lunt. 
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When you begin to count, ſaith 
he, you go on, One, two and 
Three. But when you have 
reckonu'd them what ws it you 
have been Counting * The Fa- 
ther is the Father, the Son the 
Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, the 
Holy Ghoſt. What are theſe 
Three > Are they not thre: 
Gods 2 No, Are they not three 
Almighties > No, They are a- 
pable of Number as to their 


Relation to each other ; but not as to their 
Eſſence which is but One. 

The ſubſtance of the Anſwer lies here, 
the Divine Eſſence is that alone which 
makes God, that can be but One, and 
therefore there can be no more Gods than 


One, 


But becauſe the ſame Scripture, 


which aſſures us of the Unity of the Di- 
vine Eſſence, doth likewife joyn the ?Son 
and Holy Ghoſt in the fame Attributes, 
Operations and Worſhip, therefore as to 
the mutual Relations, we may reckon 
Three, but as to the Divine Eſlence, that 
can be no more than One. 


Bucrh, O- 
per. P. 
S523, 


Boethius was 2 great Man in all reſpedt, 
for his (zality, as well as for his Skz/ in 
Philoſophy and Chriſtianity ; and he wrote 


2 thort but learned Dilcourle to clear this 


marter, 


A 


the Doetrine of the Trinity. 


| Matter.7he Catholick Doftrine of the Trinity, 
| faith he, i thu ; the Father is God, the Soy 
| God and the Eoly Ghoſt ; but they are not 


three Gods But one God. And yet (which 


| our 7nitarians may wonder at) this very 


man hath - written a learned Book of 
Arithmetick. But how doth he make this 
out 2 How is it poſſible for Three to be 
ut One 2 Firſt he thews, © That there can 
© be but one Divine Eſſence; for to make 
* more than One muſt ſuppoſe a Diver- 


* fity. Principium enim Pluralitatis Alte- 


* ritas eff. It you make a real difference 
© in Nature as the Arzans did, then there 
* muſt be as many Gods, as there are 
« different Natures. Among men, there 
« 2re different individuals of the ſame 
% kind ; but, faith he, it is the Diverſity 
« of Accidents which makes it ; and if 
* you can abſtrat »trom all other Acci- 


| © dents, yer they muſt have a different 


* Place, for two Bodies cannot be in the 
*{\ame place. The Divine Eſſence is 
* {imple and immaterial, and is what it 
*is of it ſelf; but other things are what 
* they are made, and conſiſt ot Parts, and 
* therefore may be divided. Now that 
* which is of it ſelt can be but One ; and 
* therefore cannot be numbred. And 


* one God cannot differ from another, ei- 
F ther 
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* ther by Accidents or ſubſtantial Diffe. 
**rences. But faith he, there is a two- 

* fold Number ; one by which we reckon; 

* and another in the things reckoned, 

| * And the repeating of Units 

Ga eo retype = T in the former makes a Ply: 
quo numeramus, alrer Trality, but not in the lat- 
1 = an wr * ter. It may be ſaid, that this 
ame quo nur, © holds where there are only 
ramus, repetitio unita- ** different Names for the ſam: 


rum facir Pluritatem; « qu-___ k 
in rerum vero numero thing , but here is a rel 


non facit Pluralitatem © Diſtin&ion of Father, Yon 
Unitarum reperitio. ** and Holy Ghoſt. But then 
* he ſhews, © That the diff 

* rence of Relation, can make no Alte 

* ration in the Eſſence; and where ;ther: 

* 15 00 Diverſity, there can be but on: 

* Eſſence, although the different Relaticr 

a  *© may make three Perſons 

© 6+. 7 —manggene This is the ſubſtance of wha 
Jatio verd multipliccz he ſaith concerning this Diff 
Jem Pater qui bilis CulcY, Which, as he ſuggeſt 
non &ſt ; nec idem utcr- ariſes from our Imaginations, 
- IE which are {o filled with the 
Pater Filius & Spiricus Diviſion and Multiplicity 
SanCtus. compound and material things 
that it is a hard matter to 

them 1o to recollect themſelves as to col 

ſider the firſt Principles and Grounds 

Pity and Diverſity. But if our _—_— 

ave 
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havenot throughly confider'd thoſe foun- 
dations, they muſt, as they ſay to one 
of their Adverſaries, argue like novices in 
theſe queſtions. For thele are ſome of the 
molt neceſſary Speculations for under- 
ſtanding theſe matters ; as what that 7- 
wity is which belongs to a perfect Being ; 
what Dzverfity is required to multiply an 
infinite Eſſence, which hath 2xity in its 
own Nature : whether it be therefore poſ- 
ſible, that there ſhould be more divine 
Eſſences than one, ſince the ſame eſlenti- 
al Attributes muſt be, where ever there 
sthe divine Eſſence 2 Whether there can 
be more [ndividuals, where there is no 
Diftmilitade, and can be no Dzivi/fon or 
Separation? Whether a ſpecifick divine 
Nature be not inconſiſtent with the abſo- 
lute PerfeQion, and neceſlary Exiſtence 
which belongs to it 2 Whether the divine 
Nature can be individually the ſame, and 
yet there be ſeveral individual Eſſences : 
Theſe and a great many other Queſtions 
it will be neceſſary for them to reſolve, 
before they can ſo peremptorily pro- 
nounce, that the Doctrinz of the Trinity 
doth imply a Contradiction on the ac- 
count of the Numbers of Three and One, 
And fo | come to the ſecond Particular. 
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CHAP. VI. 
No Contradi&ion for three Perſons to 


be in one common Nature. 


II, T Hat it is no contradiction to afler 

three Perſons in one common Ns 
ture. I jhall endeavour to make thek 
matters as clear as I can; for the great 
eſt difficulties in moſt mens minds have 
riſen from the want of clear and diſtind 
apprehenſi: ns of thoſe ſundamental No 
tions, Which are neceſſary in order to the 
right underſtanding of them. 

1. We are to diſtinguiſh between tl: 
Being of a thing, and a thing in Being; 
or between Eſſence and Exiſtence. 

2. Between the Unity of Nature «« 
Eſſence, and of Exiſtence or Individual 
ot the ſame Nature. 

3. Between the Notion of Perſons in 
a finite and limited Nature, and in a Be: 
ing uncapable of Diviſion and Separation. 


1. Between the Being of a thing, and 

a thing in Being. By the former wemean 
the Nature and Eſſential Properties of i 
thing ; whereby it is diſtinguiſhed fron 
al 
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#11 other kinds of Beings. So God and 


| his Creatures are eſſentially diſtinguiſh- 
ed from each other by ſuch Attributes 


which are incommunicable; and the 


| Creatures of ſeveral kinds are diſtinguiſh- 


ed by their Natures or Eſſences ; for the 
Eſſence of a Man and of a Brute are not 
barely diſtinguiſhed by Individuals, but 
by their kinds, And that which doth 
conſtitute a diſtin kind is One and In- 
diviſible in it ſelf : for the Eſſence of Man 
is but one and can be no more; for if 
there were more, the kind would be a!- 
terd ; ſo that there can be but one com- 
mon Nature or Eſſence to all the Indivi- 
duals of that kind. But becauſe theſe In- 
dividuals may be or may not be, thrre- 
fore we muſt diſtinguiſh them as they 
are in aCtual Being, trom what they are 
in their common Nature ; for that conti- 
nues the ſame, under all the Variety and 
Succeſſion of Individuals. 

2. We muſt now diſtinguiſh the 7/n1- 
ty which belongs to the common Nature, 
from that which belongs to the Individu- 
als in aftual Being. And rhe Unity of 
Eſſence 1s twofold : 

1. Where the Eſſence and Exiſtence 
are the ſame, z e. where necefiary Ex- 
iſtence doth belong to the Eſſence, as it 

E J is 
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is in God, and in him alone ; it being an 
eſſential and incommunicable Pertetion, 

2, Where the Exiſtence is contingent, 
and belongs to the Will of another ; and 
ſo it is in all Creatures, Intelleftual and 
Material, whoſe actual being is depen- 
dent on the Will of God. 

The Znity of Exiſtence may be conf 
derd two ways. 

rt. As to it ſelf, and fo it is called ;} 
dentity ; or a thing continuing the ſame 
with it ſelf: the Foundation whereof in 
Man is that vital Principle which reſults 
from the Union of Soul and Body. For 
as long as that continues, notwithſtanding 
the great variety of changes in the ma- 
terial Parts, the Man continues entirely 
the ſame. 

2. The nity of Exiſtence as to Indi 
viduals may be conſider'd as to others, 
z. e. as every one ſtands divided from & 
very other Individual of the ſame kind; 
although they do all partake of the ſame 
common Eftence. And the clearing of 
this, is the main point, on which the 
right Notion of thele matters depends. 

ſz order to that, we muſt conſider 
two thungs. 

1. What that is, whereby we perceive 
the difference of Individuals? 

2. What 
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2, What that is, which really makes 
two Beings of the ſame kind to be difle- 
rent from each other 2 

1. As to the reaſon of our Perception 
of the difference between Individuals of 
the ſame kind, it depends on thele things. 

rt. Difterence of outward Accidents, 
as Features, Age, Bull, Meen, Speech, 
Habit and Place. 

2. Difference of inward Qualities and 
Diſpoſitions ; which we perceive by ob- 
ſervation, and ariſe either from Conſti- 
tution, or Education, or Company, or 
acquired Habits. 

2. As to the true ground of the real 
Difference between the Exiſtence of one 
Individual from the reſt, it depends up- 
on the ſeparate Exiſtence which it hath 
from all others. For thar 'which gives it 
a Being diſtin: from all others and divi- 
ded by Individual Properties, is the true 
ground of the difterence between them, 
and that can be no other but the Will of 
God. And no conſequent Faculties or 
ARs of the Mind by Sclt-Refle&tion, &c. 
can be the reaſon of this difference ; be- 
cauſe the difterence muſt be ſuppoſed 
antecedent to them. And nothing can 
be faid to make that, which muſt be ſup- 
poſed to be before it ſelf; for there muſt 
F 4 LC 
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be a diſtint Mind in Being from all other 
Minds, before it can refle& upon ir ſelf. 

But we are not yet come to the bot. 
tom of this matter. For as to Individu. 
al Perſons, there are theſe things ſtill to 
be conliderd. 

1. Adtual Exiſtence in it ſelf, which 
hath a Mede belonging to it, or elſe the 
humane Nature of Chriſt could not have 
been united with the divine, but it muſt 
have had the perſonal Subfiſtence, and ccn- 
{equently there muſt have been two Per- 
ſons in Chriſt. 

2. A ſeparate and 'divided Exiſlenct 
from all others, which ariſes from the 
aCtual Exiſtence, but may be diſtinguiſh 
ed from it; and ſo the humane Nature of 
Chriſt, although it had the Subſiſtence 
proper to Being, yet had nor a ſeparate 
Exiſtence, after the Hypoſtatical Union. 

3. 'The peculiar manner of Subſiſtence, 
which lies in ſuch properties as are in- 
communicable to any other; and herein 
lies the proper reaſon of Perſonality. Which 
doth not conſiſt in a meer Ite/igent Be- 
iz, but in that peculiar manner of Sub- 
ſeſtence in that Being which can be in 
no ather. For when the common Ns 
ture doth ſubſiſt in Individuals, there is 
not only a ſeparate Exiſtence, but ſome- 

| thing 
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thing ſo peculiar to it ſelf, that it can be 
communicated to no other. And this is 
that which makes the diſtintion of Per- 
ſons. | 

4. There is a common Nature whic 
muſt be joyned with this manner of Sub- 
ſiſtence to make a Perſon ; otherwiſe 1t 
would be a meer Mode ; but we never 
conceive a Perſon without the Eſſence in 
Conjunction with it. But here appears 
no manner of contradiion in aſſerting 
ſeveral Perſons in one and the ſame com- 
mon Nature. 

5. The Individuals of the ſame kind 
are ſaid to differ in number from each 
other, becauſe of their different Accidents 
and ſeparate Exiſtence. For fo they are 
capable of being numbred. Whatever 
is compounded is capable of number as 
to its parts, and may be ſaid to be one 
by the Union of them ; whatever is ſe- 
parated from another is capable of num- 
ber by diſtin&tion. But where there can 
be no Accidents nor Diviſion, there muſt 
be perfect Unity. 

6. There muſt be a Separation in Na- 
ture, where-ever there is a difference of 
Individuals under the ſame kind. I do 
not ſay there muſt be an aiZual Separation 
and Diviſion as to place, but that there n 

an 
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| and muſt be fo in Nature, where one 
oe, common Nature fubſiſts in ſeveral Indivi- 
mn »2#' 4. duals. For all Individuals muſt divide 
wig the Species, and the common Nature uvites 
$4. them. And this Philoponus underſtood 
my 73 very well, and therefore he never denied 

_ ſuch a Diviſion and Separation in the di- 

phyr. _. "mx JV wy 

Ig. c 2, Vine Perſons, as is implied in diſtin& Ix 

+» dividuals: which is the laſt thing to be 

iceph. , 

Calik 118, con(ſider'd here. 

C47. 3. We are now to enquire how far 
theſe things will hold as to the Perſoxs 
in the Trinity, and whether it be a Cox 
tradition to aflert three Perſons in the 
Godhead and but ove God. We are very 
far from diſputing the nity of the di- 
vine Efſeuce, which we aſlert to be fo 
perfect and indiviſible, as not to be capa- 
ble of ſacl a difference of Perſons as is 
among Men. Becauſe there can be no 
difference of A-cidents, or Place, or Qua- 
lities in the divine Nature ; and there can 
be no ſeparate Exiſtence, becauſe the E{- 
{ence and Exiſtence are the ſame in God; 
and if neceſſary Exiſtence be an inſepara- 
ble Artribu:e of- the divine Eſſence, it is 
unpoliible there ſhould be any ſeparate 
Extfience ; for what always was and mult 
be, can have no other Exiſtence than 
what is implied in the very Eſſence. ae 
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| will not this overthrew, the diſtiniian of 
| Perſons and ryx us into Sabelljaviſm.? By 

| no. means. 
| That the Noetians and Sabelliaus held, that Piſcourſe 


For our Unitarians grant, 


there is but ove divine Subſtayce, Eſſence {1,95 
And how nal and re- 
can thoſe who, hold three Perſons be $a-* Tone 
bellians? Tes, (ay they, the Sabellians Tn 
beld three relative Perſons. But did they 
mean three diſtin Subſitences, or only 
one Subſiſtence fyſtaining the Names, or 
Appearances, qr- Manifeſtations of .three 
Perſons ? The latter they cannot deny to 
have been. the true (enſe. of the Sabe/zans. 
But ſay they, #beſe are three Perſons in 2 
claſſical critical Senſe. We meddle not at 
preſent with the-Diſpute which YaZa hath 
againſt Boethius abou the proper Latin, Feta. 0 
Senſe of a Perſon. (and Petavius faith Val: ap”: 4 
li's ObjeQtiqns are mere Feſts and 7rifles) 
but our Senſe of a Perſes is plain, that it 
ſignifies the Eſſence with a-particular man- 
ner of Subſiſtence, which. the Greel; Fa- 
thers called. an Hypaſta/ts, taking it for 
that incommupicable Property which 
makes a Perſon. 

But ſay our Unitarians, a Perſon is an Defence of 
intelligent Being, and therefare three Per- the Hiſtory 


ſons muſt be three intelligent Beings. | an- 9.1 = - 


| {wer, that this may be taken two ways. 


1. That 
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1. That there js no Perſon where there 
isnointelligent Nature to make it a Perſon, 
and ſo we grant it.2.That a Perſon implies 
an intelligent Being, ſeparate and divided 
from other Individuals of the ſame kind, 
as it is among men: and ſowe deny it as 
to the Perſons of the Trinity, becauſe the 
Divine Fence is not capable of ſuch Di- 
viſion and Separation as the humane Na- 

ture 15. 
Ib. But fay they again, The Fathers did 
hold a ſpecifical Drvine Nature, and the 
Perſons to be as ſo many individuals. This 
they repeat very often in their /ate Books ; 
and after all, refer us to Curce//zus for 
Ib. undeniable Proofs of it. Let us for the pre- 
Af ** ſent ſuppoſe it, then I hope the Fathers 
.s. are freed from holding Contradidions in 
xplic- the DoArine of the Trinity ; for what 
Letter ts Contradifion can it be, to hold three in- 
the Uni- djividual Perſons in the Godhead, and One 
_ ' common Nature, more than it is to hold 
that there are three humane Perſons in Oe 
and the ſame common Nature of Man? 
Will they make this a Contradifion too 2 
But ſome have ſo uſed themſelves to the 
Language of Jargon, Nonſenſe, Contradi- 
Aion, Impoſibility,that it comes from them, 
as ſome men ſwear, when they do not 
know it. But I am not willing to go - 

Wit 
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| with this Anſwer ; for I do take the Fa- 

* thers to have been men of too great Senſe 
* and Capacity to have maintained ſuch an 
| abſurd Opinion, as that of a Specifick Na- 
* twrein God. For either it is a mere Ln- 


gical Notion,and Act of the Mind without 
any real Exiſtence belonging to it as ſuch, 
which is contrary to the very Notion of 
God, which implies a neceſſary Exiſtence; 
or it muſt imply a Divine Nature, which 
is neither Father, Son, nor Holy Ghoſt. 
Which is ſo repugnant to the Doctrine of 
the Fathers, that no one that is any ways 
converſant in their Writings on this Ar- 
gument,can imagine they ſhould hold ſuch 
an Opinion. And I am fo far from being 
convinced by Curce/zus his andeniable 
Proofs, that 1 think it no hard matter to 
bring #ndeniable Proofs that he hath mi- 
ſtaken their meaning, 

Of which I ſhall give an Account in 
this Place, becauſe I fear his Authority 
hath had roo much ſway with ſome, as 
to this matter. T ſhall not inſiſt upon his 
groſs miſtake in the very entrance of that 
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Diſcourſe, where he ſaith, That the Bi- Trinir. 
ſhops of Gaul and Germany diſliked the Ho- Se#. 79. 


moouſion, aud gave three Reaſons againſt 
it; whereas Hilary ſpeaks of the Eaſtern 
Biſhops whom he goes about to vindicate 

to 
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to the Weſtern Biſhops, who were offen- 
ded with then for that reaſon ; as any 
one that reads ZHHary de Symds may ſee. 
But I come to the main Point. His great 
Argument is from the uſe of the Word 
"Oxc08nG. which may extend to Tdividaals 
of the ſame kind. Who denies it? But the 
Queſtion is whether the Fathers uſed it in 
that ſenſe, fo as to imply a difference of 
Individuals in the fame common Eſſence? 
There were two things aimed at by them 
in their Diſpute with the Arians. 

(1.) Toſhew, That the Son was of the 
{ame Subſtance with the Father , which 
they denied, and made him of an inferior 
created Subſtance, of another kind. Now 
the Fathers thought this term very pro- 
per to expreſs their Senſe againſt them. 
But then this Word being capable of a 
larger Senſe than they intended, they took 
care, (2.) To aſſtrc a perfe&t Unity and 
Indiviſibility of the Divine Eſſence. For 
the Arians were very ready to charge them 
with one of theſe two things. (1.} That 
they muſt fall into Sabe/zaniſm, if they 
held a perfe&t Unity of Effence : or (2.) 
When they clear'd themſelves of this, 
that they muſt hold Zhree Gods; and both 
thele rhey conſtantly denied. To make 
this clear, I ſhall produce the Teſtimo- 

nies 
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| nies of ſome of the chief both of the Greek 
| and Latin Fathers, and anſwer Curce/zus 


his Objections. | 


Athanafius takes notice of both theſe Athanaſ. 


| Charges upon their Doctrine of the Tri- ;ene Dio- 


nity : As to Sabellianiſm he declared, That nyſ p.558, 
he abhorred it equally with Arianiſm; and $7, Fe 
he faith, it lay in making Father and Son to de Arian, 
be only different Names of the ſame Perſon; # 45% 
and ſo they aſſerted but one Perſon in the 
Godhead, As to the other Charge of Po- 
lytheiſm, he obſerves, That in the Scrip- 

ture Language , all mankind was reckon'd 

as one, becauſe they have the ſame Eſſence ; 

and if it be ſo, as to Men, who have ſuch a 
difference of Featiares, of Strength, of Un- xy, com. 
derſtanding, of Language, how much more uni Eſ- 
may God be ſaid to be One, in whom is an _ _ 
undivided Dignity, Power.Counſel and Ope-* © © 
ration, Doth this grove ſuch a ditlerence, 

as is among Individuals of the ſame kind 

among, men 2 No man doth more fre- 

quently aſſert the indivi/ible Unity of the 

Divine Nature than he. He expreily den.es _— Fi 
ſuch divided Hypoſtaſes , as are among 1, thug” 
men ; and faith, 7hat in the Trinity there Omaia 

is a Conjunition without conf+ft2n, and a dis oy _ 
ſtinttion without Diviſion; that in the Tri- "_ 
nity there is ſo per{ect an Union, and that it 
is ſo undivided and united in it ſelf ; that 
whers- 
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where-ever the Father i, there i the Soy 
Ep. ad Se» aud the Holy Ghoſt, and fo the reſt, becauſe 
rP-P-259* there is but one Godhead, and one God who 
Orat. 4. c, 15 over all, and through all, and in all. But 
Arian. p. ſaith Curcellzus, The contrary rather fol- 
_ -- lows from this m219w0209% or mutual In- 
exiſtence, for that could not be without di- 
ſtint Subſtance, as in Water and Wine. 
But this is a very groſs miſtake of the Fa- 
Curcen, Fhers Notion, who did not underſtand by 
S# 111 ita Local In-exiſtence as of Bodies,but ſuch 
an indiviſible Unity that one cannot be with- 
out the other, as even Petavius hath made 
it appear from Athanaſius and others. 


"0 P'S Athanaſius upon all Occaſions aſſerts 


Trinit.£4. the Unity of the Divine Nature to be per- 


Eo. Jett and indiviſible. God, ſaith he, is the 
cret. Sy. Father of his Son 2x2 /5w4,without anyDivi- 
nod. Nic. fzon of the Subſtaxce. And in other places, 
,-« ge ,, that the Subſtance of the Father and Son ad.- 

mit of no Diviſion, and he affirms this to 

have been the ſenſe of the Council of Nice ; 
A ſo that the 6:26. muſt be underſtood of 
—— wha the ſame indivifible Subſtance. Curcellzus 
514 anſwers, That Athanaſeus by this indivi- 

fible Unity meant only a cloſe and indifſolu- 
= = ble Union. But he excluded any kind of 
nod .275. Diviſion, and thar of a Specifick Nature 
Curcell. {n;g feveral individuals as a real Diviſion 


(of X. 
—_— F#/4 Nature ; for No Man whoever frea- 
ted 
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ted of thoſe matters denied, that a Spe- 
cifck Nature was divided, when there 
were ſeveral individuals under it. Bur 
what is it which makes the 2/nion indi(ſo- 
luble > Is it the Unity of the Eſſence or 
not? If it be, is it the fame individual 
Efſence, or not ? If the ſame individual 
Eſſence makes the inſeparable Union, 
what is it, which makes the difference of 
individuals 2 Tf it be faid, The incommu- 
nicable Properties of the Perſons ; | muſt 
ſtill ask how ſuch Properties in the ſame 
individual Eſſence, can make diflerenr in- 
dividuals 2 If it be ſaid to be the ſame Spe- 
cfick Nature ; then how comes that which 
Is in it ſelf capable of Divi/ffox to make an 
indiſſoluble Union ? 

Bur faith Curcellzus, Athanaſius makes 
Chriſt to be of the ſame Subſtance as Adam, 
and Seth, and Abraham, and Iaac are ſaid 
to be Con-ſubſtantial with each other. And 
what follows? That the Father and Son 
are divided from each other, as they were? 
This is not poſlible to be his Senſe ; con- 
fidering what he faith of the Indiviſibi- 
lity of the Divine Nature. And Athana- 
frus himſelf hath given ſufficient warning 


QC 


Curcell, 


n. $2. 


Athanaſ. 
le Synod. 


againſt ſuch a Mil-conſtruction of his aim & 


Words ; and ſtill urges that our Concepti- 
ons ought to be ſuitable to the Divine Na- 
ture, 
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ture, not taken from what we ſee among men, 
And it is obſervable, that when Paulus 
Samoſatenus had urged this as the beſt Ar. 
gument againſt the term "O«ucgn&, That 
it made ſuch a difference of Subftances as i; 
among men ; tor that Reaſon faith Athans 
frus hisJudges were content to let it alone,fu 
the Son of God is not in ſuch a ſenſe Con-ſul- 
ftantial ; but afterwards,the Nicene Father; 
finding out the Art of Paulus,and the ſignif. 
cancy of the Word to diſcriminate the Ariang, 
made uſe of it, and only thought it neceſſary 
to declare, that when it is applied to God, 
it is not to be underſtood, as among, indivi- 
aual Men. 

As to. the Dzalogues under Athanaſius 
his Name, on which Curce/zzs infiils { 
much ; it is- now very well known that 
they belong not to him, but to Maximus, 
and by comparing them with other place; 
in him, ir may appear, that he intended 
no Specifick Nature in God. 

But faith Curce/zus, If the Fathers in 
tended any more than a Specifick Nature, 
why did they not uſe Words which would ex: 
preſs it more fully, As Morzgn& and mw 
76&3 A, 2 For thar very Reaſon, which he 
mentions trom Epiphanius , becauſe they 
would feem to approach too near to Sabellia- 
Ailm. 


S. Baſil 
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S. Bafil was a great Man, (notwithſtan- 7 as 

: yin Fſe £0Ms 
ding the flout of our 2nitarians,) and ng 
zpply'd his thoughts to this matter, ro % -»/ 
clear, the DoQtrine of the Church from {3% 
the Charge of Sabellianiſm and Tritheiſm. p :6. 
As to the former, he ſaith, in many places, 
That the Ferefie lay in making but one BailHom. 
Perſon as well as one God, or one Subſtance 37% ©** 
with three ſeveral Names. As to the lat- Epift.141, 
er, no man aſſerts the individual Unity 39'» %+ 
f the Divine Eſſence in more ſignificant 
Words than he doth. For he uſes the 4, ,.. 
muroruc and 79 735 Boizs TY 7, AS S. Cys T.1L p. 
il of Alexandria doth likewiſe, and yet 25; , 
both theſe are produced by Curce/lzus for 1%. Dia- 
a Specifick Nature. log. de "1 

Bur faith Curcellzus, S. Baſil in his E- —_ i” 
zitleto Gregory Nyſſen doth ailert the dif- 500. 

nce between Subſtance and 7ypoſtaſts to —_ 
onfaſt in this, That the one 15 taken for "* 
mmon Nature, and the other for indi- 

vidual, and ſo making three Hypeſtaſes, 

> muſt make zbree Individuals, and One 

ommon or Specifick Nature. 1 anſwer, 

at it is plain by the deſign of that F- 
tle, that by three Hypoſtaſes he could 

ot mean three individual Eſſences. For 

e faith, The deſign of his writing it, was 
0 Clear the difference between Sub/tance 
and Fypoſtaſis. . For faith he, From the 


2 want 
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want of this, ſome aſſert but one Hypoſtafis , 
as well as one Eſſence ; and others, becauſe 
there are three Hypoſtaſes, ſuppoſe there 
are three diſtin Eſſences. For both went 
upon the tame Ground, that Hypoſtaſi 
and Eſſence were the ſame. Therefore 
faith he, thoſe who held three Zypoſtaſes, 
did make 7 Tov gny 912 i2roy a Drvifun 
of Subſtances. From whence it follows, 
that S. Ba/i/ did look upon the Notion «& 
three diſtin -Subſtances as a miſtake: | 
lay diſtinit Subſtances, as Individuals are 
diſtin&t ; for ſo rhe firſt Principles of Phi 
lofophy do own rhat Individuals make a 
Aizi-ens, or Diviſion of the Species into 
ſeveral and diſtin Individuals. 

But doth not S. Baſil go about to ex 
plain his Notion by the common Nature of 
man, and the ſeveral Tudividuals under it, 
and what can this fignifie to his purpoſe, 
unleſs he allows the ſame in the Godhead? 
I grant he doth fo, but he ſaith the Sub 
ance, is that which is common ro the 
whole kind ; the Zypoſtafts is that which 
properly diſtinguiſherh ane Individual 
from anorher ; which he calls the 75% iz 
2:y the peculiar incommunicable Proper 

on ty. Which he deſcribes by a Concourſe of 
es b- diſtinguiſhing Charafters in every Indivi- 
Seue197. dual, But how doth he apply thele things 

to 
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to the divine Nature? For therein lies the 
whole difficulty. Doth he own ſuch a 


Community of Nature, and Diſtinition of 


Individuals there 2 He firſt confeſles the 
divine Natureto be incomprehenſible by 
us; but yet we may have ſome diſtin 
Notions about thele things. As for in- 
ſtance, In the Father we conceive ſomething 
common to him and to the Son ; and that 
s the divine Eſſence : and the ſame as to 
the Holy Ghoſt. But there muſt be ſome 
proper charatters to diſtinguiſh theſe, one 
from another ; or elſe there will be nothing 
but confuſion : which is Sabe/lianiſm. Now 
the eſſential Attributes and divine Opera- 
tions are common to them ; and therefore 
theſe cannot diſtinguiſh them from each 
other. And tho# are the peculiar Proper- 
ties of each Perſon, as he ſhews at large. 

But may not each Perſon have a diſtin(t 
Eſſence belonging to him, as we ſee it is a- 
mong Men 2 

For this S. Baſil anſwers: (1.) He ut- 
terly denies any poſlible Diviſzon in the 
divine Nature. 


And he never queſtion'd, but the ci- 05 33» 
ſtinction of Individuals under the ſame #99 
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Species was a ſort of Diviſion, although 95:4: 
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there were no Separation. And the fol- za/iSire 


lowers of Foh. Philoponus did hold an in- $&” 
G 3 diſſeluble 
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diſſoluble Pnion berween the three indivi- 

du! Efſences in the divine Nature ; but 

thev held a diſtinion of peculzar Eſſences, 

beſides the common Nature, which they 

called jur2 143: 85:25 % ing; Sirums and 

Phot. Cod, 4% 7-045 3 2S appears by Photius, who 
24. was very able to judge. And it appear 
by cone of rhemſelves in Photius, that 

the conrroverſie was, whether an ZHype- 

Cod. 234. {afis could be without an individual Ef. 
ſence belonging to it felf ; or whether 

the peculiar Properties and Charatters did 

make the Zypoftafes. But as to S. Baſils 
Notion, we are to obſerve; (2.) That 

he makes the divine Efience to' be wncaps 

ble of number, by reaſcn of its perfect U. 
nity. Here our Znztarians tell us, that 
Diſcowſe when S. Bafil faith, That God is not one in 
ms number, but in uature, he means: as the 
ual andRe- Nature of Man is one, but there are many 
q wg nh particular Men, as Peter, James and John, 
&Cc. ſo the Nature of God, or the commun 
Divinity is one, but there are as truely 
more Gods in number, or more particular 
Gods, as there are more particular Men. 
bur that.t1is is a groſs miſtake or abule 
of S. Baſis meaning, I hall make it plain 
from ':mfelt. For, they ſay, That he 
hel, thit as to this queſtion, How many 
Gods 2 it muſt be anſwered, Three Gods in 
aumter, or three Perſenal Gods, and one i 
Nature, 
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Nature, or div;ue Properties; whereas 
he is ſo far from giving ſuch an anſwer, 
that he abſolutely denies that there can 
be more Gods than one in that very 
place. He mentions it as an Objeti- 
on, that ſince he ſaid, That the Father 
is God, the Sou God, the Floly Ghoſt 
God ; he muſt hold three Gods; to which 
he anſwers, We own but one God, not in 
Number, but in Nature : Tivn ſay they, 
He held But one God in Nature and more 
in Number. That is ſo far from his mean- 
ing, that I hardly think any that read the 
paſſage in S. Baſil, could fo wilfully per- 
vert his meaning. For his intention was 
ſo far from aſſerting more Gods in Number, 
that it was to prove {o perfe&t a Unity 
in God, that he was not capable of num- 
ber, or of being more than oze. For, 
faith he, That which is ſaid to be one in 
Number, is not really and ſimply one, but 
is made up of many, which by compoſition 
become one ; as we ſay, the world is one, 
which is made up of many things. But God 
is a ſimple uncompounded Being ; and there- 
fore cannot be ſaid to be one in Number. But 
the World is not one by Nature, becauſe it is 
made up of ſo many things, but it is one by 
Number, as thoſe ſeveral parts make but 
one World. 1s not this fair dealing with 
ſuch a Man as S. Bil, to repreſent his 

G 4 Sente 
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Senſe quite otherwiſe than it is? As 
though he allow'd more Gods than one in 
Number > Number, faith he again, be- 
longs to uantity, and Quantity to Bodier, 
but what relation have theſe to God, but 
5 #2 Me. as he 1s the Maker of them > Number belongs 
yas 4 E- to material and circumſcriped Beings ; but, 
m1; 2. faith he, the moſt perfett Unity is to be con- 
menirs ceived in the moſt ſimple and incomprehen- 
wares wr ible Eſſence. Where it is obiervable, that 
«vr. Baſil, he uſes thoſe Words which are allowd 
T.ll-z to expreſs the moſt perfect and ſingular 
Pew de Unity. Which Petavius himſelf confel- 
Trinit /. ſeth, that they can never be underſtood of 
A #1322" a ſpecifick Nature: and Curcel/zus can 
not deny, That wo being added to Ei, 
doth reſtrain the Senſe more to a numerical 
Pnity, as he calls it. How then 1s it poſ- 
ſible to underſtand S. Baſil of more God; 
than one in number 2 And in the very ſame 
Page he mentions the 7zvz77T1; Th; puorus, 
the Sameneſs of the divine Nature, by 

which the Gaucgocy 15 better underſtocd. 
Curn106, But Curce/zus will have no more than 
a ſpecifick Unity underſtood. Be'ore he 
ſaid, that 7zvrodno; would have ſignified 
more, but now he finds it uſed, the caſe 
is alterd: So that the Fathers could not 
mean any other than a ſpecifick Unity, 
let chem uſe what expreſſions they pleas. 
| But 
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But theſe, I think are plain enough to 
any one that will not ſhut his Eyes. 

In an other place, S. Bafi/ makes the 
ſame Objection and gives the ſame anſwer. 
One God the Father, and one God the Son ; 
how can this be, and yet not two Gods? Be- 
cauſe, ſaith he, the Son hath the very ſame 
Eſſence with the Father. Not two Eſſences 
divided out of one, as two Brothers ; but 
a Father and Son, the Son ſubſiſting as 
from the Father, but in the ſame individu- 
al Eſſence : . TH; So26 THUTW. 


89 


Baſil. T.I. 


60 


. Þ. 604. 
But Carce/zus hath one fetch yet, viz . Curn113. 


That S. Baſil denied God to be one in Nums 
ter, and made bim to be one in Nature, be- 
cauſe he look'd on a ſpecifick Unity or Unity 
of Nature as more exatt than numerical. $, 
Ba/il look'd on the divine Nature as ſuch 
to have the moſt perfeft Unity, becauſe 
of its Szmplicity, and not in the leaſt ſpeak- 
ing of it asa ſpecifick nity; but Curce/lz- 
5 himſelf calls this, a» Unity by a mere 
Fillion of the Mind ; and can he imagine 
this to have been more accurate than a re- 
al Unity? Theſe are hard ſhifts in a de- 
ſperate cauſe, 


N. 109. 


After all, our Znitarians tell us, That T.II p.3c. 


S. Baſil doth againſt Eunomius alow a di- 
ſtinftion in Number with reſpef to the Dei- 
ty. But how? As ro the Eſſence? By no 

| means. 
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means. For he aſſerts the perfe# nity 
thereof in the ſame place, 'even the 2nity 
of the Subſtance. But as to the charade- 
riſtical Properties of the Perſons, he al- 
lows of Number, and no farther. But 
fay they, This is to make one God as to ef- 
ſential Properties, and three as to Perſonal, 
How can that be 2 when he ſaith, fo often 
there can be but one God, becauſe there 
can be but one divine Eſſence ; and there- 
fore thoſe properties can only make di- 
ſtint 7ypoftaſes, but not diſtin Fſſences, 
And is this indeed the great Secret which 
this bold Man, as they call him, hath dif- 
coverd? I think thoſe are much more bold, 
(I will not fay impudent) who upon ſuch 
ſlight grounds, charge him with aſſerting 
more Gods than one in Number, But Gre- 
Cur1156. gory Nyſſen, ſaith Carcellzas. ſpeaks more 
rent plainly in his Epiſtle to Ao/abjus; for ſaith 
en. T.IUL | 7 vp ap | 
p. 17. 1e, To avoid the difficalty of making three 
Gods, as three Individuals among Men are 
three Mew; he anſwers, that truly they 
are not three Men, becauſe they have but 
one common Eſſence, which is exattly one, 
and indivilible in it ſelf, hewever at be diſ- 
perſed in Individuals : the ſame, he ſaith, 
is to be underſtood of God, And this Pe- 
—_— & ?avirs had charged him with before, as 
{9 ». 43 appears by Carcellzns his Appendix. wy 
11S 
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This ſeems the hardeſt paſſage in An- 
tiquity for this purpoſe, ro which I hope 
to give a ſatisfaftory anſwer from Gregs- 
ry Nyſſez himſelf. 

x. It cannot be denied, that he aſſerts 
the Znity of Eſſence to be Indiviſible in 
it ſelf, and to be the true ground of the 
Denomination of Individuals; as Peter 
hath the name of a Man, not from his 
individual Properties, whereby he is di- 
ſtinguiſhed from Fames and John; but 
from that ove indivi/ible Eſſence, which 
is common to them all, but yet receives 
no Addition or Diminution in any of 
them. 

2. He grants a Diviſion of Hypoſtaſes 
among Men, notwithſtanding this 7ud7- 
viſibility of one common Eſſence: For faith 
he'; among Men, although the Eſſence 
remain one and the ſame in all, without 


_ 


any Diviſion; yet the ſeveral Hypoſtaſes - nb hong 


are divided from each other, according to 


@y A9398 


the individual Properties belonging to them. 2 Tes 


$9 that here is a double conſideration of _ 


yIvwgs = 
iS- 


the Eſſence: as in it ſelf, ſo it is one and $a; + 
indiviſible ; as it ſubſiſts in Individuals, Fragen. 
and ſo it is aQtually divided according to 5,.., 


the Subjefts. For although the Eſſence 
of a Man be the ſame in it ſelf, in Peter, 
Fames and Johy; yet taking it as in = 

Indi- 
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Individuals, fo the particular Eſſence in 
£ _=_ of them is divided or - reſt. And 
iceph. ſo Philoponus took Hypoſtaſis for an Ef 
ow = ſence individuated by DN P—_— 
and therefore aſſerted, that where-ever 
there was an Hypoſtaſts, there muſt be a 
diſtin Eſſence ; and from hence he held 
the three Perſons to have three diſtin 
Eſſences. 

3. We are now to conſider, how far 
Gregory Nyſſen carried this, whether he 
thought it held equally as to the dzvine 
Hypeſtaſis ; and that he did not, appears 

to me from theſe arguments : 
r. He utterly denies any kind of Dzvi- 
fron in the divine Nature; for in the con- 
cluſion of that Diſcourſe, he faith, zt s 
not only 27722#\\axro;, ( a Word often 
uſed by the Greek Fathers on this occaſt- 
on, from whence Athanaſius againſt Ma- 
Athan. T. cedonius inferr'd an Identity, and Caſari- 
-— us joyns 70 TRUTY Ths 8125 #, T9 R242)» 
Queſt. 3. Aaxlov Ths Dear; and fo S. Baſil 
2-12. yſes it) but headds another Word, which 
is 23zi:z&,, Indiviſible, Tes, as af Ef- 
ſences are indivifible in themſelves ; but 
they may be divided in their Subjetts, as 
Gregory Nyſlen aJows it to be in Men. 
I grant it, but then he owns a Diviſion of 
fome kind, which he here abſolutely de- 
nies 
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nies as to the divine Nature; for his words 
arc, that it is «Mice. Tz 7raorg tvvoing 
in any ' conſideration whatſoever, Then 
he muſt deſtroy the Hypoſtaſes. Not {o 
neither, for he allows that there is a 9uz- 
e:2% as to the Hypoſtaſes however. For 
he propoſes the Objection himfelf, Fhat 
by allowing no difference in the divine Na- 
ture, the Hypoſtaſes would be confounded. 
To which he anſwers, That he did not 
deny their difference, which was founded 
in the relation they had to one another ; 
which he there explains; and 
that therein only confiſts the dhe - c—_—_— 
difference of the Perſons. Which en es 76 al moy %; aus 
isa very conſiderable teſtimo- nanr dagoggy ix age 
ny, toſhew that both Peravi- Y*ue% 6 | —_ 
us and Curcellgus miſtook ripe xwmaeudarou. 
Gregory Nyſſen's meaning, Bur 
there are other arguments to prove it. 

2. He aſſerts ſuch a difference between 
the divine and human Perſons, as is un- 
anſwerable, viz. the Znity of Operation. 
For, faith he, among Men, if ſeveral go 
about the ſame Work, yet every particular 
Perſon works by himſelf, and therefore they 
may well be called many ; becauſe every one 
is circumſcribed : but in the divine Per« 
ous he proves that it is quite otherwiſe, 
for they all concurr in the Aition towards 
Us; 
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us ; as he there ſhews at large. Petavi- 
us Was aware of this, and therefore he 
faith, he quitted it and returned to the 
other; whereas he only faith, If his Ad- 
verſaries be diſpleaſed with it, he thinks 
the other ſufficient. Which in ſhort is, 
that Effence in it ſelf is one and indivifſj- 
ble; but among Men it is divided accor- 
ding to the Subjets; that the divine Na- 
ture is capable.of no Diviſion at all, and 
therefore the difterence of Hypoſtaſes muſt 
be from the different Relations and Man- 
ner of Subſitence. h | 
3. He expreſſes his meaning fully in 
another place. For in his Catechetical 0- 
GregNyſ.ration, he faith, he looks ' on the Dottrine 
— Tom. of the Trinity as a profound Myſtery (which 
'F- three individual Perſons in one ſpecifick 
Nature is far from.) But- wherein lies it? 
Chiefly in this, That there ſhould be Num- 
ber and no Number ; different View and yet 
but One ; a diftinition of Hypoſtaſes, and 
yet no Diviſion in the Subjetts, For io 
his words are, z, & prut2 tn 7) 1Woxt 
pevor ; which is contrary to what he ſaid 
of human Hypoſtaſes. Now, what is the 
Subjeft in this caſe? According to Cur- 
cellzus his Notion, it muſt be an [ndivi- 
dual. But fince he aſſerts there can be no 
Diviſion in the Subjefts, then he mult 
overthrow 
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overthrow any ſuch 7:d;viduals, as are 
among Men. Theſe are the chief Teſti- 
monies out of the Greek Fathers, whoſe 
authority Curce/zus and others rely moſt 
upon, as to this matter, which I have 
therefore more particularly examind. 

But S. Ferom, faith Curce//zus, in his E- Cur.v. 48, 


piſtle to Damaſus, thought three Hypoſta- 


ſes implied three diſtin Subſtances ; and 
tbercfore when. the Canpenſes would have 
him own them , he refuſed it and asked 
bs . Advice. Then it is plain, S. Ferom 
would not own three diſtinit Subſtances, 
and ſo colic not be of Curcellzus his mind. 
But ſaith he, S. Ferom meant by three Sub- 
ances, three Gods different in kind, as the ® 07: 
Arians did. Bur how doth that appear ? 
Doth he not ſay, the Arian Biſhop, and 
the Campenſes pat him upon it > But who 
was this Arian Biſhop, and theſe Cam- 
penſes 2 No other than the Meletian Par- 
ty; for Meletius was brought ia by the 
Arians, but he joyned againſt them with 
S. Bafil and others, who aſſerted three 
Hypoſtaſes ; and the Campenſes were his 
Pcople who met without the Gates, as 
the Hiſtorians tell us. But it is eyident 
by S. Jerom, that the Latin Church un- 
derſtood Hypoſtaſis to be the fame then 
with S:b/tance ; and the reaſon why they 
would 
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would not allow three Zypoſtaſes, was, 
becauſe they would not aſſert three Sub. 
ſtances. So that Curcellzus his Flypothe- 
fis hath very little colour for it among 
the Latin Fathers; ſince S. Ferom there_ 
ſaith, it would be Sacrilege to hold three 
Subſtances, and he freely beſtows an A4- 
nathema upon any one that aſſerted more 
than one. 

But Hilary, ſaith Curcellzus, owns a ſpe- 


Cur. 3. 89. czfck Unity, for in his Book de Synods, 


he ſhews, That by one Subſtance, they did 
not mean one individual Subſtance, but ſuch 
as was in Adam and Seth, that is of the ſame 
kind. No man aſſerts the nity and ndiſ- 
crimination of the divine Subſtance more 
fully and frequently than he doth; and 
that without any Difference or Variation, 
as to the Father and the Son. And al- 
though againſt the Arians he may uſe that 


| for anllluſtration, of Adam and Seth, yer 


Hilar. de 
Synod. ». 
G7. 


Hilar. de 
Trinit. {. 
4- n. 6. 


when he comes to explain himſelf, he 
declares it muſt be underſtood in a way 
agreeable to the divine Nature. And he 
denies any Diviſion of the Subſtance be- 
tween Father and Son, but he aſſerts one 
and the {ame Subſtance to be in both; 
and although the Perſon of the Son remains 
diſtin from the Ferſon of the Father, yet 
he ſubhſts in that Subſtance of which he was 

begotten, 
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begotten, and nothing i taken off from the 
_ of the Father, by his being begot- 
ten of 7. 

But doth he not ſay, That he hath a Le- 
gitimate and proper Subſtance of his own be 
gotten Nature from God, the Father > And _ yo 
what is this, but to own two diſtinit Sub- 14, © 
ſtances ? 

How can the Subſtance be diftinA, if it 
be the very ſame ; and the Soy fool in 
that Subſtance of which he was begotten 2 
And that Hilary (beſides a multitude of 
paſſages to the ſame purpoſe in him) can- 
not be underſtood of two diſtin Sub- 
ſtances will appear by this Evidence. 

The Arians in their Confeſſion of Faith mt. as 
before the Council of Nice ſet down a- Trinit46. 
mong the ſeveral Herefies which they * ** 
condemned ; that of Feracas, who ſaid 
the Father and Son were like two Lamps 
ſhining out of one common Veſſel of Oil. 
Hilary was ſenſible that under this that 
Expreſſion was ſtruck at, God of God, 
Light of Light, which the Church owned. 
His Anſwer is, Luminis Nature Unitas eſt, 
mn ex connexione porrettio. 1 e. they are 
not two divided Lights, from one com-« 
mon Stock ; but the ſame Light remain- 
ing after it was kindled that it was be- 
fore, As appears by his Words, Lone 

H of 
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Lumen ex lumine, Of £4271, ſaith he, implies, That 
= ſine _ , _ to —_— that _ 
wo) way” gn - 1t continues to have it ſelf, 
Re ecderis And Petavius ſaith , that the 
habeat, naſcaturg; quod Opinion of Hieracas was, That 
the ſubſtance of the Father and 
Son differ d Numerically as one Lamp from 
Prav. de another. And Hilary calls it an Error of 
Trinit..s. humane Underſtanding which would 
«32.9, judge of God, by what they find in one 
- another, 
Curcell. y. Doth not S. Ambroſe ſay, as Carcellzus 
96. quotes him, That the Father and Son are 
not two Gods, becanſe all men are ſaid to be 
of one Subſtance 2 

Anibroc But S Ambroſe is direfttly againft him 
de Vide For, he faith, The Arians objefted, that if 
44 Nos they made the Son true God, and Con-ſub- 
ftantial with the Father, they muſt make two 
Gods ; as there are two men, .or two Sheep 
of the ſame Eſſence ; but a Man and aSheep 
are aot ſaid to be Mey, or two ſheep. Which 
they ſaid to excuſe themſelves, becauſe they 
made the Son of a different kind and ſub 
fance from the Father. And what Anſwer 

doth S. Ambroſe give to this ? 
1, He faith, Plurality according to the 
Scriptures rather falls on thoſe of different 
kinds; and therefore when they make 
them of ſeveral kinds, they muſt make 
fevcral Gods. 2, That 
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2, That we who hold but One Sxb/tance, 
cannot make more Gods than One. 

3. To his inſtance of Men, he anſwers, 

That although they are of the ſame Nature 
by Birth, yet the» differ in Age, and Thought, 
and Work, and Place from one another ; and 
where there is ſuch Diver/ity, there cannot 
be Unity : but in God, there is no difference 
of Nature, Will, or Operation ; and there» 
fore there can be but one God. 

The latt T thall mention 1s S. Augy/tzy, Carcell, 
whom Curce//zis produces to as little nur- * 97 
poie ; for althoug!: he doth mention the 
ſame inſtance of ſeveral! Men being of 
the ſame kind ; yer he ſpeaks ſo expreity 
againſt a Specijick Unity in God ; that he 
faith, The Conſequence muſt be, that the Ang, de 
three Perſons muſt be three Gods ; as three Twit. 
humane Perſons are three Men. And in ©* © . 
another place, 7hat the Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, are One in the ſame individu! 
Nature, And what faith Carce//zzs to c nrovim 
theſe places, for he was aware of them. 2 :. 
To the latter he ſaith; 7 hat by individu), 
he means Specifick. This is an extraordinary 6,,.,v 
Anſwer indeed. But what Reaſon doth ite =. 114 
give for it? Becaiſe they are net dividee 


* in Place or 7, ime, but they may ive their 


proper Eſſences however. 
But where doth S. Angufiiy give any 
H 2. inch 
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ſuch Account of it 2 He often ſpeaks up- 
on this Subject ; but always gives ano- 
ther Reaſon. viz. becauſe they are but 
One and the ſame Subſtance. The Three 
Perſons are but One God, becauſe they are 
of One Subſtance ; and they have a perfett 
Unity, becauſe there is no Diverſity of Na- 
ture, or of Will. But it may be ſaid, That 
here he ſpeaks of a Diverſity of Nature. 
In the next Words he explains himſelf, 
that thethree Perſons are One God, prop- 
ter ineffabilem conjunftionem Deitatis ; but 
the Union of three Perſons in one Specifick 
Nature, is no ineffable Conjunttion, it being 
one of the commoneſt things in the 
World; and in the ſame Chapter, propter 
Tndividuam Deitatem unus Deus eſt; & 
propter uniuſcujuſque Proprietatem tres Per- 
ſong ſunt, Here we find one. Individual 
Nature; and no difference but in the pe- 
culiar Properties of the Perſons. 

In the other place he is ſo expreſs a- 
gainſt a Specifick Unity, that Curcelzus 
his beſt Anſwer is, That in that Chapter 
he is too intricate and obſcure. i. e. He doth 
nor to {pcal; his Mind. 

Thus much I rhought fit to ſay in An- 
{wer to thoſe undeniable Proofs of Curcel- 
[zns, which our Znitarians boaſt fo much 
of, and whether they beſo or not, let the 
Readcr examine and judge. CHAP. 
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CHAP. VII. 


The Athanaſian Creed clear d from 
Contradi&ions. 


a | Now come to the laſt thing I pro- 
poſed, wiz. to ſhew, That it is no 
contradiftion to affert three Perſons in the 
Trinity and but one God; and for that Pur- 
poſe, I ſhall examine the charge of Con- 
traditions on the Athanahan Creed The 
ſumm - the firſt Articles, fav they, is 
this, The one true God is three diſtin Per- 
ſons, and three diſtin Perſons, Father, 
Son and Holy Ghoſt are the one true God. 
Which is plainly, as if a Man ſhould (ay, 
Peter, James and John, beings three Pere 
ſons are one Man; and one Man is theſe 
three diſtin Perſons, Peter, James and 
John. 73 it wot now a ridiculous attempt 
as well as a barbarous Indignity, to 99 about 
thus to make Aſſes of all Mankind, under 
pretence of teaching them a Creed. This 
is very freely ſpoken, with relpet, not 
mere'y to our Church, but the Chriſtian 
World, which owns this Creed to be a 
juſt and true Explication of the Dorine 
of the Trinity. But there are {ome Crea- 
tures as remarkable for their untoward 
H 3 kicking 
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kicking, as for their Stupidity. And is 
not this great $skill in theſe Matters, to 
make ſuch a Para!l:] between zhree Per- 
ſons in the Godhead, and Peter, James 
and Johxn2 Do they think there 1s no dit- 
terence between an infinitely periect Be- 
ing, and ſuch finite limited Creatures as 
Individuals among Men are? Do tlicy 
{uppoſe the divine Nature capable of fuch 
D;vikon and Separation by !ncivicuals, 
as human Nature is > No, titey "may fay, 
Cut ye who hold three Perſens muſt tink 
ſo: For what rcaton 2 We Go affcrt tice 
Perſons, but it is on the account of di- 
v:ne Revelation, and in iuch a manner, 
as the divine Nature is capable of it. For 
it is a good ru'e of Poethins, Talia ſunt 
predicata, qualia ſuljecta permijerint, 
We muſt nor ſay that there are Fer{ons 
in the Trinity, but in ſuch a manner as 
15 agreeable to the divine Nature ; and if 
thar be not capable of Divi/ton and Sepas 
ration, then the Perſons muſt be in the 
lame undivided Eſſence. 7 he next Arti- 
cle is, Neither conſounding the Perſons, 
nor dividing the Subſtance; But how can 
we, fay they, not confound the Perſons 
that have, as ve jay, but one numerical 
Subſtance? And how can we bat divide the 
Sebitance, which we jina-in three diſtin a 
vide 
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vided Perſons 2 ] think the terms numeri- 
cal Subſtance, not very proper in this caſe; 
and 1 had rather uſe the Language of the 
Fathers, than of the Schools ; and ſome 
of the moſt judicious and learned Fathers 
would not allow the terms of one numert- 
cal Subſtance to be applied tc the divine 
Efſence. For their Notion was, That 
Number was only proper for compound 
B.ings, but God being a pure and ſimple 
Being was one by Nature and not by Num- 


ber, as S. Bafil \pzaks (as is before obſer- Baſil. Ep. 
ved) becaule he is not com;ounded, nor '4'- 


hath any beſides him#eif tro be reckon'd 
with him. Burt becauſe there arc diffe- 
rent Hypoſtaſes, therelore they allow'd 
the uſe of Number about them, and ſo we 
may ſay the Hypollates or Perlons are 
numerically different ; but we cannot fay 
that the Eſſence is one Numerically. But 
why muſt they confound the Perſons, if 
there be but one Ffſence 2 he relative 
Properties cannot be con!ounded ; tor the 
Father cannot be the Son, nor the Son the 
Farher ; and on thele the difference of 
Perſons is founded. For, there can be 
no ditierence, as to eſſential Properties, 
and therefore all the difterence, or ra» 
ther diitintion muſt bz trom thoſe that 
are Relative, A Perlon of it{clt imports 
H 4+ no 
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no Relation, but the Perſon of the Father 
or of the Son muſt; and theſe Relations 
cannot be confounded with one another, 
And if the Father cannot be the Son, nor 
the Son the Father, then they muſt be 
diſtin&t from each other. But how? By 
dividing the Subſtance > That is impoſli- 
ble in a Subſtance that is indiviſible. It 
may be ſaid, That the Eſſence of created 
Beings is indiviſible, and yet there are di- 
vided Perſons. I grant it, but then a 
created Eſſence is capable of different ac- 
cidents and qualities to divide one Per- 
{on from another, which cannot be ſup- 
poſed in the divine Nature; and withall 
the ſame power which gives a Being to 
a created Eſſence, gives it a ſeparate and 
divided Exiſtence trom all others. As 
when Peter, James and John received 
their ſeveral diſtin& Perſonalities from 
God ; atthe ſame time he gave them their 
ſeparate Beings from each other, although 
the ſame ElEnce be in them all, 

But how can we but divide the Subſtance 
which we ſee in three diſtin divided Per- 
ſons > The queſtion is, whether the di- 
ſtin& Properties of the Perſons do imply 
a Diviſion of the Subſtance » We deny 
that the Perſons ire divided as to the Sub- 
ſtance, becqule that is impoſſible to be di- 

vided ; 
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diſtinguiſhed as to thoſe incommunicable 
Properties which make the Perſons di- 
ſtint. The eſſential Properties are unca- 
pable of being divided, and the Relations 
cannot be confounded ; ſo that there muſt 
be one undivided Subſtance and yet three 
diſtin Perſons. 

But every Ferſon muſt have his own pro- 
per Subſtance ; and ſo the Subſtance muſt be 
divided if there be three Perſons. That 
every Perſon muſt have a Subſtance to 
ſupport his Subſiſtence is not denied, but 
the queſtion is, Whether that Sub/tance 
muſt be divided or not. We ſay, where the 
Subilance will bear it, as in created Be- 
ings, a Perſon hath a ſeparate ſubſtance, 
j. e. the ſame Nature diverſified by Ac- 
cidents, Qualities and a ſeparate Exiſtence, 
but where theſe things cannot be, therc 
the ſame Eſſence muſt remain undivided, 
but with ſuch relative Properties as can- 
not be confounded. But may not the ſame 
undivided Subſtance be communicated to 
three divided Perſons ; ſo as that each Per- 
fon may have his own proper Subſtance, and 
yet the divine Eſſence be in it ſelf undivi- 
ded > This is not the caſe before us. For 
the queſtion upon the Creed is, Whether 
the Subſtance can be diviced 2 And here 
it 
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it is allow'd to remain undivided. Yes is 
it ſelf. but it may be divided in the Per. 
ſons. The Subſtance, we ſay, is uncapa» 
ble of being divided any way; and to 
fay, that a Subſtance wholly undivided 
init ſelf, is yet divided into as many pro- 
per and peculiar Subſtances, as there are 
Perſons, doth not at all help our under- 
ſtanding in this matter ; but if no more 
be meant, as is expreſly declared, than 
That the ſame one divine Nature is wholly 
and entirely communicated by the eternal 
Father to the eternal Son, and by Father 
and Son to the eternal Spirit, without any 
Drvihon or Separation ; 1t is the ſame which 
all 7rinitarians aflert. And it is a great 
pity, that any new Phraſes or Ways of 
Expreſſion ſhould cauſe unreaſonable 
Heats among thoſe who are really of the 
{ame Mind. For thoſe who oppoſe the 
expreſſions of three diſt init Subſtances as 
new and dangerous ; yet grant, That it 
is one peculiar Prerogative of the divine 
Nature and Subſtance, jounded in its inft- 
nite, and therefore tranſcen:/ent Perfettion, 
whereby it is capable of reſiding in more 
Perſons than one; and i accordingly com- 
municated from the Father to the Son and 
Floly Ghoſt ; but this 13 dene without avy 
Diviſion or Multiplication, Now it bor! 

Fai tics 
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Parties mean what they {2y, where lies 
the difference > It is ſufficient for my 
purpoſe rhar they are. agrred, that there 
can be no Diviſion as to the divine Eſ- 
ſence by the dittintion of Perſons. And 
ſo this paſlage of the Athanafian Creed 
holds good, Neither confounding the Per- 
ſons nor dividing the Subſtance. 

The nexc Article, as it is ſet down in 
the Notes 0» Athanaſius his Creed, is a 
contradiction to this. For there it runs, 
* There is one Subſtance of the Father, 
©* another cf the Son, another of the 
© Holy hoſt. They might well charge 
it with Centradittions at this rate, Put 
that is a plain mittake for Perſon; for 
there 1s no ether variety in the Copies 
but t!:is, that Bayfius his Greek Copy 
hath 52-55, and that of Conſtantinople 
©-,m7y, but all the Latin Ccyics Perſona. 
Bir what conſequence do they draw from 
hence 2 Then, lay thcy, the Son 1s not the 
Father, nor is the FatlLer the Son, nor the 
Holy Ghoſt either of them. It they had 
put in /'erſon, as they ought to have done, 
it is what we do own. And what fol- 
lows 2 If the Father be not the Son, and 
yet us the one true God, then the Son 1s not 
the one true God, becauſe he is not the Fa- 
ther. The one true God may be taken 
rwo 
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two ways: 1. The one true God, as ha- 
ving the 7rue divine Nature in him, and 
ſo the Father is the one true God; but not 
excluſive of the Son, if he have the ſame 
divine Nature. 2. The one true God, as 
having the divine Nature ſo wholly in him- 
ſelf, as to make it incommunicable to the 
Son; ſo we do not fay, that the Father 
is the oxe true God, becauſe this muſt 
exclude the Son from beivrg God ; which 
the Scripture aſſures us that he is ;_ and 
therefore though the Son be not the Fa- 
ther, nor the Father the Son, yet the Son 
may be the one true God as well as the 
Father, becauſe they both partake of the 
ſame divine Nature, \o that there is no 
contradiction in this, That there i but 
one true God, and one of the Perſons is not 
the other. For that ſuppoſes it impoli- 
ble, that there ſhould be three Perions in 
the ſame Nature; but if the diſtintion 
of Nature and Perſons be allow'd, as it 
muſt be by all that underſtand any thing 
of theſe matters, then it muit be granted, 
that although one Perſon cannot be ano- 
ther, yet they may have the ſame com- 
mon Eſtence. As for inſtance, let us 
take their own, Peter, James and John, 
What pleaſant arguing would tis be, 


Peter is not James nor John, nor James 
nor 
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nor John are Peter, but Peter hath the true 
Eſſence of a Man in him; and the true 
Eſence is but one and indiviſible ; and 
therefore James and John cannot be true 
Men, becauſe Peter hath the Ore and ind:- 
viſible Eſſence of a Man in him ? But they 
will ſay, We cannot ſay that Peter is the One 
true Man, as we ſay, That the Father is 
the One true God. Yes, we ſay the ſame in 
other Words, for he can be ſaid to be the 
One true God in no other Reſpect, but as he 
hath the Onetrue Divine Eſſence. All the dif- 
ference lies, that a finite Nature is capa- 
pable of Diviſion, but an infinite is not. 

It follows, © The Godhead of the Fa- 
* ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
* Ghoſt is all one, the Glory Equal, the 
* Majeſty Co-eternal. 

To this they ſay, That thu Article doth 
impugn and deſtroy it ſelf. How ſo ? For, 
if the Glory and Majeſty be the ſame in 
Number, then it can be neither Equal, nor 
Co-eternal. Not Equal for it us the ſame, 
which Equals never are, nor Co-eternal for 
that intimates that they are diſtinft. For, 
nothing 1s Co eternal, nor Co temporary with 
it ſelf. 

There is no appearance of Difficulty 
or Contradiction in this, if the Diſtin- 
Aion of Perſons is allowed ; for the three 
Perſons 
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Perſons may be well ſaid to be Co-equal 
and Co-eternal ; and if we Honour the 
Son, as we Honour the Father, we muſt 
give equal Glory to him. 

But tone great Point of Contradiftioy 
remains, viz. ©* So that the Father is God, 
©* the Son is God, and the Holy Ghoſt is 
* God, and yet there are not three Gods, 
* but one God. -: 

Firſt, they ſay, This is as if a Man ſhould 
ſay, the Father is a Perſon, the Son a Per- 
Jon, and the Holy Ghoſt a Perſon, yet ther: 
are not three Perſons; but one Perſon. How 
is this poſſible, if a Perſon doth ſuppoe 
{ome peculiar Property, which muſt di. 
ſtinguiſh him from all others 2 And how 
can three Perſons be one Perſon, unlel; 
three incommunicable Properties may be- 
come one communicated Property to 
three Perſons 2 But they are aware of 2 
Diſtinction in this Caſe, viz. that the term 
God is uſed Perſonally, when it is ſaid 
God the Father, God the Son, and God the 
Holy Ghoſt ; but when it is faid, There ar: 
not three Gods, but one God, the term God 
is uſed Eſſentially, and therefore compre: 
hends the whole three Perſons, fo that 

Nteso A» there 15 neither a Grammatical, nor Arith- 
- wry »s metical Contradiition. And what ſay out 
3. | © Pnitarians to this? Truly, nolcls, ure 
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that the Remedy is worſe, (if poſſible) than 
the Diſeaſe. Nay then, we are in a very 
ill Caſe. But how I pray doth this ap» 
pear ? 1. Say they, Three perſonal Gods, 
and one Eſſential God make four Gods, if 
the Eſſential God be not the ſame with the 
perſonal Gods : and tho' he is the ſame, yet 
fince they are not the ſame with oxe another, 
bat diſtin, it follows, that there are three 
Gods, 1. e, three perſonal Gods. 2. It intro- 
dances two forts of Gods, three Perſonal and 
one Eſſential. But the Chriſtian Religion 
knows and owns but One, true and moſt high 
God of any fort. So far then, we are a+ 
greed, That there is but One, true and molt 
bigh God ; 2nd that becauſe of the perfect 
Unity of the Divine Eſſence, which can be 
no more than Oae, and where there is but 
One Divine Eſſence, there can be but One 
trxe God, unleſs we can {uppoie a God 
without an Eſfence, and that would be a 
ſtrange ſort of God. He would be a per- 
ſonal God mdeed in their critical Senſe of 
a Perſon tor a ſhape or appearance. But 
may not the fame Eſſence be divided: That 
I have already ſhew'd to be impoſlible. 
Theretore we cannot make fo many per- 
ſonal Gods, becauſe we aflert one and 
the ſame Eſſence in the three Perſons of 
Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt. But they 


are 
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are diſtin, and therefore muſt be diſtinlt 
Gods, fince every one is diſtin from the 0- 
ther. They are diſtinC as to perſonal Pro- 
perties, but not as to Eſſential Attributes ; 
which are and muſt be the ſame in all : So 
that here is but one Eſſential God, and 
three Perſons. 

But after all, why do we aſſert three Per- 
ſons in the Godhead > Not becauſe we find 
them in the Athanaftan Creed ; but becauſe 
the Scripture hath revealed that there are 
Three, Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; to 
whom the Divine Nature and Attributes 
are given. This we verily believe, that 
the Scripture hath revealed ; and that 
there are a great many places, of which, 
we think no tolerable Senſe can be given 
without it, and therefore we aſſert this 
Dodtrine on the ſame Grounds, on which 
we believe the Scriptures And if there 
are three Perſons which have the Dzvine 
Nature attributed to them ; what muſt we 
do in this Caſe > Muſt we caſt off the 7- 
nity of the Divine Eſſence ? No, that istoo 
frequently and plainly aſſerted for us to 
call it into Queſtion, Muſt we reje&t 
thoſe Scriptures which attribute Divinity 
to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, as well asto 
the Father 2 That wecannot do, unleſs we 
caſt oft thoſe Books of Scripture, _ 
thole 
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thoſe things are contained. 

But why do we call them Perſons, whes 
that Term is not found in Scripture, and 
is of a doubtful Senſe > The true Ac- 


count whereof I take to be this. It Facund. 
is obſerved by Facundus Hermianenfis , Ea 


that the Chriſtian Church received the 
Doftrine of the Trinity before the Terms 
of three Perſons were uſed. But Sabellia- 
niſm was the occaſion of making uſe of the 
name of Perſons. It's true, That the Sa- 
bellians did not diſlike our Senſe of the 
Word Perſon, (which they knew was not 
the Churches Senſe )as it was taken for an 
Appearance, or an external Quality ; which 
was conſiſtent enough wich their Zy- 
pothefis, who allow'd but One real Perſon 
with different Manifeſtations. That this was 
their true Opinion, appears from the beſt 
account we have of their Doctrine, from 
the firſt Riſe of Sabe/iani/m. The Foun- 
dations of it were laid in the earlieſt and 
moſt dangerous Herelies in the Chriſtian 
Church, viz. that which is commonly 
called by the name of the Gno/ticks, and 
that of the Cerinthians and Ebijonites. For 
how much ſoever they differ'd from each 
other in other things ; yet they both a- 
greed in this, thatthere was no ſuch thing 
as a Trinity, conſiſting of Father, Son and 
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Holy Ghoſt ; but that all was but different 
Appearances and Manifeſtations of God to 
Mank nd. In conſequence whereof, the 
Gnoſticks denied the very Humanity of 
Chriſt, and the Cerinthians and Ebtonites 
his Divinity. But both thele forts, were 
utterly rejeted the Communion of the 
Chriſtian Church ; and no ſuch thing as 
Sabellianiſm was found within it. After- 
wards, tlicre arols ſome Perſons who 
ſtarted the ſame Opinion within the 
Theod. Church : the firſt we meet with of this 
vvret. fort, are thoſe mention'd by Theodoret, E. 
&. 3. Ppizonus,Cleomenes, and Noetus, trom whom 
they were called Noeetzans ; not long alter, 
Sabellius broached the fame Doctrine in 
Pentapolis , and the Farts thereabouts ; 
Athin. de Which made Diony/tus of Alexandria ap: 
Sent. Lio- pear {o early and fo warmly againſt it. But 
nyl-2-555- he happening to let fall ſome Expreſſions, 
as though he aflerted an equality of Hy- 
poſtaſes in the Godbead, Complaint was 
made of it toDzony/1us then Biſhop of Rome; 
who thereupon explained that, which he 
took to be the true Senſe of the Chriſtian 
Church in this matter. Which is (till pre- 
Athanaſ., ſerved in Athana/hus : Therein he difowns 
- 7x the Sabe/llian Doitrine,which confounded the 
cen.9.275. Father, Son and [Toly Ghoſt, and made them 
to be the ſame ; and withal, he rejected 
thoſe 
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thoſe who held three diſtin and ſeparate 
Hypoſtaſes ; as the Platoniſts , and after 

them the Marcioniſts did. Dionyfius of 
Alexandria, when he came to explain him- 

ſelf, agreed with the others and aſſerted 

the Son to be of the ſame Subſtance with athanat 
the Father ; as Athanaſus harh proved at de Senr. 
large : but yer he ſaid, That if a diſtinftion Pionvl 
of Hypoſtaſes were not kept up, the Dottrine 

of the Trinity would be loſt ; as appears by 

an Epiſtle of his in S. Baſil. Athanaſuus — 
laith, That the Herefie of Sabellius lay = 
in making the Father and Son to be only 
different Names of the ſame Perſon ; ſo Athan. O- 
that in one Reſpet he is the Father, and ar; > 
In another the Son. Gregory Nazzanzen 1n 456. 
oppoſition to Sabell;aniſm, lauh, We muſt Gn 
believe one God , anu1 three Hypoſtaſes ; þ. 16, 17. 
and commends Athaua/ius for preler- 
ving the true Vean, in aſſcrting the 
Unity of Nature, and the Diſtinftion of 
Properties. S. Baſil ſaith, 7 hat the Sabel- 
lians made but one Perſon of the Pa- 
ther. and Son : that in Name they con- 


Or. XXT 
p. 380. 


feſſed the Son ; But in Reality they denied 


tim. In another place, that the Sabell:ans — 

aſerted but one Hiypoſt aſs in the Divive Na» Hom. +7. 

ture; but that God took ſeveral Perſons upon ——_ 

him, as occaſion required : ſometimes that of gc. E- 

a Father, at other times of a Son; and to of piſt 14 
b2 the 
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the Holy Ghoſt. And to the ſame purpoſe, 


Lpiſt. 64. in other places he ſaith, That there are di- 


391. 


ſtint Hypoſtaſes with their peculiar Pro- 
perties ; which being joyned with the Unity 
of Nature make up the true Confeſſion of 
Faith. There were ſome who would have 
but One Hypoſtaſis; whom he oppoſes 
with great vehemency ; and the Reaſon 
he gives, is, That then they muſt make the 
Perſons to be meer Names ; which is, Sa- 
bellianiſn. And, he ſaith, That if our No- 
tions of diſtinit Perſons have no certain 
Foundation they are meer Names, ſuch as $4- 

bellius called Perſons. But by this Founda- 

tion he doth not mean any di/tinft Eſſences, 

but the incommunicable Properties belong: 

ing to them, as Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt. 

[tis plain from hence, that the neceſlity 

of aſſerting three Hypoſtaſes, came from 

thence, that otherwiſe they could not fo 

well diſtinguiſh themſelves from the $4 

bellians whole Doctrine they utterly dif- 

owned; as well as Arianiſmand Judaiſm; 


OM and it appears by theTeſtimonies of Atha- 
5 


4... ""h naſius,Gregory Nazianzes and S. Baſil, that 
16, they lookd on one as bad as the other; 
Baſil. and they commonly joyn Judaiſm, and 


" Sabellianiſm together. 
Bur yet there aroſe Difficulties, whe- 
ther they were to hold one Zypoſtafis or 
three. 
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three. The former inſiſted on the gene- 

rally received Senſe of Zypoſtaſis for 
Subſtance or Eſſence; and theretore they 

| could not hold three Fypoſtaſes without 

three diſtin# Eſſences, as the Platoniſts 

and Marcioniſts held. Upon this a Sy- 

| nod was called at Alexandria to adjuſt 

this matter, where both Parties were de- gugin. . 
fired to explain themſelves. Thoſe who 211. hiſt. 
| held three Hypoſtaſes were asked, Whe- Sw 

| ther they maintained three Hypoſtaſes as Ep ad An- 
the Arians did, of different Subſtances and 9b, ». 


ſeparate Subſiſtences, as Mankind and 0- : 


ther Creatures are? Or as other Hereticks, 
three Principles or three Gods? All which 
they ſtedftaſtly denied. Then they were 
asked, Why they uſed thoſe terms > They 
anſwered, Becauſe they believed the Holy 
Trinity to be more than mere Names; and 
that the Father, and Son, and Holy Ghoſt 
had a real Subſiſtence belonging to them; 
but ſtall they held but one Godhead, one 
Principle, and the Son of the ſame Subſtance 
with the Father; and the Holy Ghoſt not 
tobe a Creature, but to bear the ſame pro- 
per and inſeparable Efſence with the Father 
and the Son, Then the other ſide were 
asked, When they afſerted but one FHypo- 
ſtaſis, whether they held with Sabellius or 
mt; and that the Son and 7toly Ghoſt had 


T1 16 


17 
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no Eſſence or Subſiſtence ? which they ut- 
terly denied ; but faid, that their mean- 
ing was, That Hypoſtaſis was the ſame with 
Subſtance ; and by one Hypoſtaſis, they in- 
tended no more, but that the Father, Son 
and Foly Ghoſt were of the ſame individu 
al Subſtance ; (for the Words are 9z > 
Tut True Ti; ure) and fo they held 
but one Godhead and one divine Nature : 
anc upon theſe terms they agreed. From 
whence it follows, that the Notion of 
three Hypoſtaſes, as it was received in the 
Chriſtian Church, was to be under'i'o0d 
ſo as to be conſiſtent with the Individu- 
al Unity of the divine Eſſence. And the 
great rule of rhe Chriſtian Church was 
to keep in the middle, between the Do- 
Arines of Sabe//ins and Arins ; and lo by 
degrees, the Notion of three Hypoſtaſes 
and one Eſſence was look'd on in the Ea- 
ſtern Church, as the moſt proper Dil- 
crimination of the Orthodox from the 
Sabellians and Arians. 

But the Latin Church was not ſo caſt 
ly brought to the uſe of three Zypoſtaſes, 
becauſe they knew -no other Senle'*ot it, 
but for Sub/tance or Eſſence ; and they 
all denied that there was any more than 
one divine Subſtaice, and therefore they 


rather embraced the Word Perſona; = 
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did agree in the Name of Perſons, as moſt 
proper to ſignifte their meaning, which 
was, That there were three which had &$- 
ſtint Subſiſtences, and incommunicable Pro- 
erties, and one and the ſame divine Eſſence 
And ſince the Notion of it is ſo well un- 
derſtood, to ſignifie ſuch a peculiar Senle, 
I ſee no reaſon why any ſhould ſcruplc 
the uſe of it. As to its not being uſed in 
Scripture, Socinus himſclt deipiſes ir, and 
allows 1t to beno good reaton. For when 
Franciſcus Davides objeted, That the 
terms of Eſſence and Perſon were not in Scri- 


I19 


pture ; Socinus tells him, That they expo- —_—_ 


ſed their cauſe who went upon ſuch gro: mds ; 
and that if the ſenſe of them were in Scri- 
pture, it was no matter whether the terms 
were Or uot. 

Hiving thus clear'd the Notion of three 
Perſons, | return to the Senſe of Scripture 
about: theſe matters. And our Unitari- 
ans tell us, that we ought 7o iiterpret 
Scripture otherwiſe. How doth that aps» 
pear 2 They give us very little encou- 
ragement to tollow their [rterpretatiors, 
which are ſo new, fo forced, to different 
ſrom the general Senſe 6f the Chriſtian 
World, and which I may fay, reilect fo 
hig| ily on the Honour of C hriſt and his 
Apollles, z. e. by making ule of ſuch Ex- 

1 4 pretiions, 


p. 778. 
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preſſions, which if they do not mean, 

what to honeſt and ſincere Minds they 

appear todo, muſt be intended (according 

to them) to ſet up Chriſt a meer Man to 

be a God, And it ſuch a thought as this 

could enter into the Mind of a thinking 

Man, it would tempt him to ſuſpect much 

more as to thoſe Writings than there is 

the leaſt colour or reaſon for. Therefore 

theſe bold inconſiderate Writers ought to 

reflect on the conſequence of ſuch ſort 

of Arguments, and if they have any re- 

gard to Chriſtianity, not to trifle with 
Scripture as they do. 

KetezonA- But ſay they, The queſt ion only is, Whe- 

thanal. kis ther we ought to interpret Scripture when it 

! Þ i —_— ſpeaks of God, according to. reaſon or not, 

1238 that is like Fools or like wiſe Men? Like 

8 wiſe Men no doubr, if they can hit upon 

it, but they go about it as untowardly 

as ever Men did. For is this to Zznter- 

pret Scripture like wiſe Men, to take up 

{cme novel Interpretations, 2gainſt the ge- 

eral Senſe of the Chriſtian Church from 

the Apoſtles times? Is this to a /ike wiſe 

Men, to raiſe Objections againſt the Au- 

thority of the Books, they cannot an- 

{wer: and to cry out of falſe Copies and 

Tranſlations without reaſon, and to ren- 

der all places ſuſpicious, which make a: 

| | - gainſt 
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Sainſt them ? Is this t# interpret Scri- 
Pture like wiſe Men, to make our Savi- 
our affe& ro be thought a God, when he 
knew himſelf to be a mere Man, and by 
their own Confeſſion had not his divine 
Authority and Power conferr'd upon him 2 
And to make his Apoſtles ſet up the 
Worſhip of a Creature, when their deſign 
was to take away the Worſhip of all ſuch, 


who by Nature are not Gods 2 Is this like 4nſwer to 
wiſe Men, to tell the World, that theſe 79% 


were only ſach Gods, whom they had ſet up, 
and God had not appointed; as though there 
were no Real [dolatry butin giving Divine 
Worſhip without God's Command. 


CHAP. VIIL 


The Socinian Senſe of Scripture 


exammed. 


UT they muſt not think to eſcape fo 
eaſily for ſuch a groundleſsand pre- 
ſumptuous ſaying ; that they interpret the 
Scripture not like Fools, but like Wiſe Men : 
becauſe the ?rue ſenſe of Scripture 1s really 
the main point between us; and —_ 
ore 
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fore T ſhall more carefully examine the 
Wiſe Senſe they give of the chief places 
which relate to the matter in hand. 

r. Is this to interpret Scripture like Wiſe 
Men, to make the Author to the Febrews 
in one Chapter, andthat but a ſhort one, 
to bring no leſs than four places out of 
the Old Teſtament, and according to their 
Senſe, not one of them proves that which 
he aimed at ? viz. that Chriſt was ſuperi- 
our to Angels, Reb. 1. 5. as will appear by 
the Senſe they give of them. For unto 
which of the Angels ſaid he at any time, 
Thou art my Son, this day have I beootten 

Hiſt. of the thee? Theſe words, fay they, in their ori- 

Gait p-15- rinal and primary Senſe are ſpoken of Da- 
vid, {ut in their myſtical Senſe are a 
Prophecy concerning Chriſt. Was this my- 
ſtical Senſe primarily iwmtended or not? 
If not, they are only an accommodation 
and no procf. But they ſay, even in 
that z:y/tical Senſe, they were intended nit 
of the Lord Chri/t's ſuppoſed eternal Gene- 
ration from te Eſſence of the Father, but 
of hs Refurreition from the dead. 

But 1i tat be not taken as an Evi 
dence of his being the eternal Son of God, 
how doch this prove him above Angels ? 

Heb. 1. 6. And again, when he bringeth 
his firſt begotten into the World, . he on 

Ant 
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And let all the Angels of God Worſhip him. 
This, one would think home to the bu- 
ſineſs. But our wiſe Interpreters tell us 
plainly, that the words were uſed by the 
Pſalmiſt on another occaſion, i. e. they are oc of 80s 
nothing to the purpoſe. But being told "#7 
of this, inſtead of mending the matter, 
they have made it far worſe; for upon 
ſecond thoughts, (but not wiſer ) they ſay, 
The words are not taken out of the Pſalm, Defmeesf 
but out of Deut. 32. 43. where the words 9 he Hi 
are not ſpoken of God, but of God's Peo- : —_ 
ple; and if this be ſaid of God's People, 
they hope it may be ſaid of Chriſt too, 
without concluding from thence, that Chriſt 
s the ſupreme God, But we muſt conclude 
from hence, that theſe are far from be- 
ing wiſe Tnterpreters; for what conle- 
quence is this, the Angels worſhip God's 
People, therefore Chrilt is ſuperiour to 
Angels 2 

Heb. x. 8. Thy Throne O God is for ever 111. of the 
and ever, i.e. ſay they, God is thy Throne V3*-2-16: 
for ever. Ando they relate not to Chriſt 
but 70 God, And to what purpoſe then 
are they brought 2 

Heb. x. 10. Thou Lord in the beginning 
haſt laid the foundation of the Farth, and 
the Feavens are the work of thy Hands. 
Theſe words, ſay they, are to be —— Ikid a. 37 

n0 
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not of Chriſt, but of God. Which is to 

charge the Apoſlle with arguing out of 

LE) the old Teſtament very impertinently, 

7S$! Is this zuterpreting the Scriptures like wiſe 

* Men 2 Is it not rather expoſing and ridt- 
culing them 2? 

[1s this to interpret Scripture like wiſe 

Men, to give ſuch a forced Senſe of the 

beginning of 8. John's Goſpel, as was never 

thought of from the writing of it, till 

ſome in the laſt Age thought it neceſſary 

a ® avoid the proof of Chriſt's Divinity 

2, Walls from it. For the AZ39; was never taken, 

his Letter, in the Senſe they put upon it, for him 

P Fe os (Rat was to preach the Word, in S. John's 

my Sermon, CMC ; but the ſignification of it was then 

P-9 well underſtood from the Alexandrian 

School (as appears by Philo) whence it 

was brought by Cerinthus into thole parts 

of A/ia, where S. Fobn lived when he 

wrote his Goſpel : and one of themſelves 

confeſſes, that Cerinthus did by the AZ 

Refleftiom 0; mean ſomething divine, which reſted 

——_— upon, and inhabited the Perſon of Jeſus, 

aud was that power by which God created 

original Matter and made the World, But 

as the Chriſt or the Word deſcended on Je- 

ſus at his Baptiſm, ſoit left him at his Cru- 

cifixion. That which I obſerve from 

hence is, that there was a known and 

current 
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current Senſe of the Ao; at the time of 
S. Job's writing his Goſpel, very difte- 
rent from that of a Preacher of the Word 
of God ; and therefore I cannot but think 
it the wiſeſt way of znterpreting S. John, 
to underſtand him in a Senſe then cors- 
monly known ; and fo he affirms the As; 
to have been in the beginning, 1. e. before 
the Creation ( for he (ſaith afterwards, Al! 
things were made by him) and that he was 
with God, and was God; and this Word did 
not inhabit Jeſus, as Cerinthus held, but 
was made Fleſh and dwelt among us. And 
ſo S. John clearly aſſerted the Divinity and 
Incarnation of the Son of God. And in all 
the Diſputes afterwards with Paulus Sa- 
moſatenus, and Photinus, it appears, that 
they underſtood the A/y©&» not for any 
meer Man, but for ſome Divine Power, 
which reſted upon the Perſon of Jeſus. 
So that this was a very late, and I think 
no very Wiſe Interpretation of S. John. 
And even Sandius Confeſles, That Soci- 
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nus his Senſe was wholly new and unheard v2. 


of in the ancient Church ; not only amonz 
the Fathers, but the Fereticks, as | have 
before obſerved. For they agreed (ex- 
cept their good Friends the 4/ogz who 
went the ſureſt way to work) that by the 
Word vo meer Man was underſtood. Let 

them 
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them produce one if they can, faith Sanding 
(even the learned and judicious Sandzus.) 
Did they all zuterpret the Scriptures like 
Fools, and not like Wiſe Men 2 But it the 
Chriſtian Interpreters were ſuch Fools ; what 
think they of the Dei/ts, whom they ſeem 
to have a better opinion of, as to their 
Wiſdom > What, if Men without Biaſs of 
Intereſt, or Education think ours the more 
proper and agreeable Senſe? 

The late Archbiſhop to this purpoſe 
had mentioned Amelius the Platoniſt, as an 
indifferent Fudge. But what ſay our Wiſe 
Interpretersto this? Truly they ſay, That 
the Credit of the Trinitarian Cauſe runs 
very low, when an uncertain Tale of an ob- 
ſcure Platoniſt of no Reputation for Lear- 
ning or Wit, is made to be agood. part of 
the Proof, which is alledged for theſe Dv- 
arines. It a Man happen to ſtand in their 
way, he muſt be content with ſuch a 
Character, as they will be pleaſed to give 
him. If he had deſpiſed S. John's Goſpel, 
and manner of expreſſion, he had been 
as Wiſe as the Alogz ; but notwithſtanding 
the extraordinary Character given ot 
Friend Amelius { as they call him) by Fu- 
ſevius, by Porphyrius, by Proclus, and by 
Damaſcenus, this very Saying of hts (inks 
his Reputation for ever with them. What 

would 
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would Jultan have given for ſuch a Wiſe 
Interpretation of S. John > when he cannot _ 
deny, bur that he did ſer up the Divinity 7. p 427. 
of Chriſt by thele Expreſſions ; and up- 335 


braids the Chri/tians of Alexandria, for gi- Juhan ep. 


ving Worſhip to Feſus as the Word and God 2 
With what fatisfation would he have re- 
ceived ſuch a Senſe of his Words ; when 
he Complemented Photinus for denyin 


the Divinity of Chriſt ; while other Chrz- ph p.163, 


ans alerted it ? 

But they do not by any means deal 
fairly with the late Archbiſhop as to rhe 
Story of Amelius ; for they bring it in, as 
if he had laid the weight of the Cauſe up- 
on it ; whereas he only mentions it, as a 
Confirmation, of a probable Conjecture, 
That Plato had the Notion of the Word of 
God from the Jews; becauſe that was a Ti- 
tle which the Jews did commonly give to 
the Meſſias, as he proves from Philo, and 
the Chaldee Paraphraſt. To which they 
give no manner of Aniwer., But they 
affirm in anſwer to my Scrmon, P. 9. 
Thar Smcinus his Senle was, That Chriſt 
was called the Word, becauſe he was the 
Bringer or Meſſenger of Gods Word. But 
were not the Jews to underſtand it in the 
Senſe it was known among, them ? And 
it the Chaldee Paraphraſt had uſed it in 
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that Senſe, he would never have applied 
it to a Divine Subſiſtance, as upon Exa- 
mination it will appear that he doth. Of 
which Rittangel gives a very good Ac- 
count, who had been a Jew, and was very 
well skilled in their ancient Learning, 
He tells us, That he had a Diſcourſe with 
a learned Znitarian upon this Subject, 
who was particularly acquainted withthe 
Eaſtern Languages ; and he endeavoured 
to prove, That there was nothing in the 
Chaldee Paraphraſts uſe of RV, becauſe 
it was promiſcuouſly uſed by him for ar 
where it was applied to God, This Rittan- 
gel denied ; and offer'd to prove, that the 
Chaldee Paraphraſt did never ule that 
Word in a common manner, but as it was 
appropriated to a Divine Subſiſtance. 
He produces ſeveral places where Rh 
is put, and nothing anſwering to Word in 
the Hebrew, as Gen. 20. 21, The Chaldee 
hath it, The Word of Jehovah ſhall be my 
God. Exod. 2.25. And Jehovah laid, He 
would redeem them by his Word, Exod. 6.8, 
Tour murmurings are not againſt us, but a- 
gainſt the Word of Jehovah, Exod. 19. 17. 
And Moſes brought the People oxt to meet 
the Word of Jehovah, Levit. 26. 46. Theſe 
are the Statutes and Judgments, and Laws, 
which Jehovah gave between his Word and 
the 


the Dofrine of the Trinity. 
the Children of Iſrael by the hand of Moſes, 


Numb. 11. 20. Te have deſpiſed the Word 


of Tehovah whoſe Divinity dwelt among you, 
Numb. 23.21. The Word of Jehovah is 
with him, and the Divinity of their King 
is among them, Deut 1. 30. The Word of Je- 
hovah ſhall fight for you, Deut. 2. 7. Theſe 
forty years the Word of Fehovah hath been 
with thee, Deut.1.32. Te did not believe in 
the Word of Jehovah your God, Deut 4. 24. 
Jehovah thy God, his Word tis a conſuming 
fire, Deut. 5.5. I flood between the Word 
of Jehovah and you, to ſhew you the Word 
of the Lord, Deut. 32.6. 8. Jehovah thy 
God, his Word ſhall go with thee, with ma- 
ny other places, which he brings out of 
Moſes his Writings; and there are multi- 
tudes to the ſame purpo'e in the, other 
Books of Scripture ; which ſhews, faith 
he, that this Term the Word of God, was 
ſo appointed for many Ages ; as appears 
by all the Chaldee Paraphraſts and the an- 
cient Doors of the Jews. And he ſhzws 
by ſeveral places, that the Chaldee Fara- 
phraſt did not once render 127 by R122 
when there was occaſion for it ; no, not 
when the Word of God is ſpoken of with 
reſpe&t to a Prophet ; as he proves by 
many Teſtimonies ; which are particular- 
ly caumerated by him. The reſult of the 
K Con- 
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Conference was, that the Ynitariay had 
{o much Ingenuity to confeſs, That unleſs 
thoſe Words had another Senſe, their Cauſe 
was loſt ; and our Faith had a ſure Foun- 
dation. 

But it may be objeCted that Morinus 
hath ſince taken a great deal of pains to 
prove the Chaldee Paraphraſts, not to have 
been of that Antiquity which they have been 
ſuppoſed by the Jews to be of. 

In anſwer to this, we may ſay in gene- 
ral, that Morinus his great Proofs are a- 
gainſt another Chaldee Paraphraſt of very 
{mall Reputation, viz. of Joxathan upon 
the Law ; and not that of Oxkelos, which 
Rittangel relied upon in this Matter. And 
none can deny this to have been very an- 
cient ; but the Fews have ſo little know- 
ledge of their own Hiſtory, but what is 
in Scripture, that very little certainty can 
be had from them, But we muſt com- 
pare the Circumſtances of things, if we 
would come to any reſolution in this 
Matter. Now it is certain, that Philo the 
Alexandrian Few, who lived ſo very near 
our Saviours time, had the ſame Notion 
of the Word of God, which is in the Chal- 
dee Paraphraſt : whoſe Teſtimonies have 
been produced by fo many already, that 
1 need not to repeat them. 

And 
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And Euſebius ſaith, The Jews and Chri- —_ 
ſtians had the ſame Opinion as to Chriſt, till ng of 


—- —_ 2 


the former fell off from it in oppoſition to the c. 1. 


Chriſtians ; and he particularly inſtances 
in his Divinity. But if Morinus his Opi- 
nion be embraced, as to the lateneſs of 
theſe Chaldee Faraphraſes, this inconve- 
nience will neceſlarily follow, viz. That 
the Fews when they had changed ſo much 
their Opinions, ſhould inſert thoſe Paſſa- 
ges themſelves which aſſert the Divinity of 
the Word. And it can hardly enter intoany 
mans head that conſiders the Humour of 
the Jewiſh Nation,to think, that after they 
knew what S. John had written concern- 
ing the Word ; and what uſe the Chriſti- 
ans made of it to prove the Divinity of 
Chriſt, they ſhould purpoſely inſert ſuch 
paſſages in that Paraphraſe of the Law 
which was in ſuch eſteem among them, 
that Elias Levita faith, They were under 
Obligation to read two Paralcha s out of it 
every Week,together with the Hebrew Text. 
Now, who can imagine that the Fews 
would do this upon any other account, 
than that it was deliver'd down to them, 
by ſo ancient a Tradition, that they durſt 
not diſcontinue it. And it is obſerved 
in the place of Scripture which our 
Saviour read in the Synagogue , that 
RK 2 he 
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he follow'd neither the Hebrew nor the 
Greek, but in probability the Chaldee Pa- 
raphkraſe ; and the Words he uſed upon the 
Croſs, were in the Chaldee Dialect. 

The later Jews have argued againſt the 
Trinity, and the Divinity of Chriſt like 
any Pnitarians, as appears by the Colle 
Ction out of Joſeph Albo, David Kimchi,&c. 
publiſhed by Genebrard, with his Anſwers 
to them. And is it any ways likely, that 
thoſe who were ſo much ſer againſt theſe 
Dodrines, ſhould themſelves put in ſuch 
Expreſſions, which juſtifie what the Eva 
geliſt faith about the YVord, being in th: 
Beginning, being with God, and being God: 

The Subſtance of what I have ſaid, as 
to S. John's Notion of the Word is this; 
That there is nocolour for the Senſe which 
Socinus hath put upon it; either from 
the uſe of it among other Authors, or 
any Interpretation among the Jews. But 
that there was in his time a current ſenſe 
of it, which from the Jews of Alexandria, 
was diſperſed by Cerinthus in thoſe parts 
where he lived. That for ſuch a Notion 
there was a very ancient Tradition among 
the Jews, which appears in the moſt an- 
cient Paraphraſc of the Law, which 1s 
read in their Synagogues. And there: 
fore according to all reaſonable ways ot 

inter- 
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interpreting Scripture, the Word cannot 
be underſtood in S. John, for one whole 
Office it was to preach the Word, but for 
that Word which was with God before a- 
ny thing was made, and by whom all things 
were made. 

3- Is this to interpret Scriptare like wiſe 
Men, to give a new Senſe of ſeveral Pla- 
ces of Scripture from a matter of Fatt of 
which there is no proof, the better to 
avoid the proof of the Divinity of the 
Son of God ? 

This relates to the ſame beginning of 
S. John's Goſpel, the Word was with God ” oy 
and ſeveral other places, making menti- 6. 38,62. 
on of his deſcent from Heaven. The Senſe $: 42 
which theſe wiſe Interpreters put upon {;,.,* 
them 1s, that Chriſt was rapt up into Fea- biſtny"s 
ven, before be entred upon his Preaching, P56 
But where is this ſaid > What Proof, what Au(er to 
Evidence, what credible Witneliles of it, 77 $9" 
as there were of his Transfguration, Re- © ** 
ſurreftion and Aſcenſion > Nothing like 
any Proof is offer d for it; but it is a wiſe 
Way they think of avoiding a prefling 
difficulty. 

But they have a farther reach in it, v/z, 
to ſhew how Chriſt, being a mere Man, 
ſhould be qualified for ſo great an under- 
taxing as the founding the Chriſtian 

K 3 Church; 
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he follow'd ncither the Hebrew nor the 


- -M Greek, but in probability the Chaldee Pa- 


raphraſe ; and the Words he uſed upon the 
Croſs, were in the Chaldee Dialef. 

The later Jews have argued againſt the 
Trinity, and the Divinity of Chriſt like 
any 7nitarians, as appears by the Colle- 
ion out of Joſeph Albo, David Kimchi,&c, 
publiſhed by Genebrard, with his Anſwers 
to them. And is it any ways likely, that 
thoſe who were ſo much ſer againſt theſe 
Dodrines, ſhould themſelves put in ſuch 
Expreſſions, which juſtifie what the Ewar 
geliſt ſaith about the YVord, being in th: 
Beginning, being with God, and being God: 

The Subſtance of what I have ſaid, as 
to S. John's Notion of the Word is this; 
That there is nocolour for the Senſe which 
Socinus hath put upon it ; either from 
the uſe of ir among other Authors, or 
any Interpretation among the Jews. But 
that there was in his time a current ſenſe 
of it, which from the Jews of Alexandria, 
was diſperſed by Cerinthus in thoſe parts 
where he lived. That for ſuch a Notion 
there was a very ancient Tradition among 
the Jews, which appears in the moſt an- 
cient Paraphraſc of the Law, which 1s 
read in their Synagogues. And there: 
fore according, to all reaſonable ways of 

inter- 
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interpreting Scripture, the Word cannot 
be underſtood in S. Fohn, for one whoſe 
Office it was to preach the Word, but for 
that Word which was with God before a- 
ny thing was made, and by whom all things 
were made. 

3- Is this to interpret Scriptare like wiſe 
Men, to give a new Senſe of ſeveral Pla- 
ces of Scripture from a matter of Fatt of 
which there is no proof, the better to 
avoid the proof of the Divinity of the 
Son of God ? 

This relates to the ſame beginning of 
S. John's Goſpel, the Word was with God yo "_ 
and ſeveral other places, making menti- 6. 18,62, 
on of his deſcent from Heaven. The Senſe #: +2 
which theſe wiſe Interpreters put upon {, .,* 
them is, that Chriſt was rapt up into FHea- biſtop's 
ven, before be entred upon his Preaching, P56 
But where is this ſaid > What Proof, what Au{ver co 
Evidence, what credible Witneiles of it, 77 
35 there were of his Transfiguration, Re- © © 
ſurrefion and Aſcenſion > Nothing like 
any Proof is offer'd for it ; but it is a wiſe 
Way they think of avoiding a preſling 
difficulty. 

But they have a farther reach in it, v/z, 
to ſhew how Chriſt, being a mere Man, 
ſhould be qualified for ſo great an under- 
taxing as the founding the Chriſtian 
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Church; and therefore they ſay, That 

w_ of the Before our Lord entred upon his Office of the 
mntP.2%* Meſſras. he was taken up to Heaven to be in- 
ſirufted in the Mind and Will of God { as Mo- 

ſes was into the Mount, Exod. 24.1, 2,12.) 

and from thence deſcended to execute his 

Office, and declare the ſaid Will of God. 

In another place, That when it ts ſaid, the 

Anſwer to Word was with God ; that is, the Lord 
my Serm®n, Chriſt was taken up into Heaves to be in- 
PP”. Frufted in all points relating to his Ambaſ- 
Anſ. ro the ſage or Miniſtry. In a third, they fay, 
4 _ 7 That our Saviour before he entred upon his 
| Miniſtry, aſcended into Heaven, as Mo- 
ſes did into the Mount, to be inſtrufted in 

all things belonging to the Goſpel Doftrine 

and Polity which he was to eſtabliſh and 
adminiſter. Now conſidering what ſort 

of Perſon they make Chriſt to have been, 

viz. a mere Man; this was not ill thought 

of by them; to ſuppoſe him taken up in- 

to Heaven and there inſtrufted in what he 

was to teach and to do, as Moles was into 

the Mount before he gave the Law. But 

here lies a mighty difference ; when Me- 

ſes was called up into the Mount, the Peo- 

ple had publick notice given of it ; and 

he took Aaron and his Sons, and Seventy 

Elders of VWrael with him ; who ſaw the 

Glory of God, v. 10. And all Iſrael bebeld 
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the Glory of the Lord as a devouring Fire 
on the Top of the Mount, v. 17. and af- 
ter the 40 days were over, it is faid, That 
Moſes came down from the Mount, and 
the Children of W{racl ſaw him with his 
Face ſhining, Exod. 34. 49. Now if 
Chriſt were taken up into Heaven, as 
Moſes was into the Mount, why was it 
not made publick at that time? why no 
Witneſſes? why no Appearance of the 
Glory to ſatisfie Mankind of the truth 
of it ? And yet we find, that when he was 
transfigured on the holy Mount, he took Pe- 
ter, aud James, and John with him ; which 
circumſtance is carefully mention'd by 
the Evangeliſts. And Peter, who was 
one of the Witneſſes then prelenr, lays 
great weight upon, this being done in he 
preſence of Witneſſes. For we have not 
folow'd cunningly deviſed Fables, when 
we made known unto you the power and 
coming of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, but were 
Eye-witneſſes of his Majeſty. For he re- 
ceived from God the Father, Honour and 
Glory, when there came ſuch a voice to him 
from the excellent Glory--——. And this 
voice which came from Heaven we heard, 
when we were with him in the holy Mount. 
Now let any one compare this with the 
account which they give of Chriſt's A4- 
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ſeeuſion into Fleaven. The Transfiguration 
was intended only for a particular Te- 
{timony of God's Favour, before his ſuf- 
tering ; but even in that, he took care 
there ſhould be very credible Witneſſes of 
it. And is it then poſſible to believe, 
there ſhould be ſuch an Aſcenſron of Chriſt 
into Fleaven, for no leſs a purpoſe, than to 
be inſtrufted in his Ambaſſage, and to un- 
derſtand the Mind and Will of God as to his 
Office ; and yet not one of the Evangeliſts 
give any account of the circumſtances of 
it 2 They are very particular, as to his 
Birth, Faſting, Baptiſm, Preaching, Mt 
racles, Sufferings, ReſurreRion and A- 
{cenſion ; but not one Word among them 
all as to the circumſtances of this being 
taken up into Heaven for ſo great a pur- 
poſe? If it were neceſſary to be believed, 
why is it not more plainly reveales? 
Why not the time and place mentiond 
in Scripture, as well as of his Faſting 
and 7emptation > Who can imagine it con- 
ſiſtent with that Szincerity and Faithful- 
eſs of the Writers of the New Teſtament, 
to conceal ſv material a part of Chriſt's 
Inſtrutions and Qualifications; and to 
wrap it up in ſuch doubtfull Expreſſions, 
that none ever found out this mcaning 
will the days of Sorinus ? Enjedinus men- 
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tions it only as a poſſible Senſe ; bt he 
confeſſes, That the New Teſtament ſaith 
wothing at all of it ; but, faith he, neither 
doth it mention other things before he en- 
tred upon his Office. Burt this is a very 
week Evaſion, for this was of greateſt 
importance with reſpe& to his Office, 
more than his Baptiſm, Faſting and Tem- 
ptation; yet thele are very fully fer 
down. 

And after all, our Pnitarians them- 
ſelves ſeem to miſtruſt their own Znter- 
pretations; for in their anſwer to my Ser- 


mon, they lay, it us not the Doftrine of all Anſwer to 
the Unitarians, aud refer me to another 3) vm 


account given of theſe Texts in the Hiſtory 
of the Unitarians. 
Grotius his Interpretation (as they call 
it) prefer d before that of Socimus. But 
they lay, Grotius was Socinian all over, 
and that his Annotations are a compleat Sy- 
ftem of Socinianiſm ; and his Notes on the 
firſt of $. John are written artificially, but 
the Senſe at the bottom is theirs. Inſhort, 
That the Word, according to Grotius, is 
not an eternal Son of God, but the Power 
ad Wiſdom of God ; which abiding without 
meaſure on the Lord Chriſt, is therefore 
ſpoken of as a Perſon and as one with Chriſt, 
and he with that. And this Notion of the 
IVord 


SY), 
Enjed. in 
Joh. 6.62. 


E. 


There indeed I find ory of 


the Unit. 
Þþ- 26, 


SY 
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Word leads a man throwgh all the difficul. 
ties of this Chapter, with far more eaſe 
than any hitherto offer d. But theſe wiſe 
Interpreters have as much miſinterpreted 
Grotius, as they have done the Scriptures, 
as | ſhall make it appear. 

(1.) Grotius on John 6. 62. interprets 
Chriſt's Aſcenſion into Heavey, of his cor- 
poral Aſcent thirher after his Reſurreion, 
where the A305 or Word was before, of 
whom it is ſaid, That the Word was with 
God. But how comes Chriſt to aſſume 
that to himſelf which belong'd to the Word > 
He anſwers, Why not, fince we call” Body 
and Soul by the Name of the Man? But if 
no more were meant by the Word, but 
a divine Attribute of W:{dom and Power, 
what colour could there be for the Son of 
Man taking that to himſelf, which be- 
longed to an Attribute of God 2 What 
ſtrange way of arguing would this haye 
been? What, and if ye ſhall ſee the Son of 
Man aſcending where he was before? For 
according to this Senſe, how comes a di- 
vine Attribute to be called the Sox of Man? 
How could the Sor of Man be ſaid 20 af- 
cend thither, where a divine Attribute 
was before 2 The words &rs jv To me gre 
2:y, muſt relate to him ſpoken of before; 


and how could the Power and Wiigem 
0 
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of God be ever ſaid to be the Sou of Man? 
But if we ſuppoſe a perſonal Union of 
the Word with the human Nature in Chriſt, 
then we have a very reaſonable Senſe of 
the Words ; for then no more is imply'd, 
but that Chriſt, as conſiſting of both Na- 
tures, ſhould aſcend thither, where the 
Word was before; when it is ſaid, that 
the Word was with God ; and fo Grotius 
underſtands it. 

(2.) Grotius doth not make the Word 
in the beginning of S. John's Goſpel to be a 
mere Attribute of Wiſdom and Power, but 
the eternal Son of Gad. This I ſhall prove 
from his own Words. 

1. He afſerts.in his Preface to S. John's 
Goſpel, that the chief caule of his writing 
was univerſally agreed to have been to 
prevent the ſpreading of that Venom 
which had - been then diſperſed in the 
Church ; which he underſtands of the 
Herefies about Chriſt and the Word. Now 
among theſe, the Hereſie of Cerinthus was 
this very opinion which they faſten upon 
Grotius ; viz. that the Word was the divine 
Wiſdom and Power inhabiting in the Per- 
ſon of Feſus, as 1 have ſhew'd before from 
themſelves. And beſides, Grotius faith, 
That the other Evangeliſts had only intimas- 
ted the divine Nature of Chriſt from his mi- 
raculous Conception, Miracles, knowing Mens 
| Hearts, 
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Hearts, perpetual Preſence, promiſe of the 
Spirit, remiſſion of Sins, &c. But. John, 
as the time required, attributed the Name 
and Power of God to him from the beginning, 
So that by the Name and Power of God, 
he means the ſame which he called zhe 
divine Nature before, 

2. He faith, that when it is ſaid, 7he 
Word was with God ; it ought to be un- 
derſtood as Ignatius explains it, with the 
Father ; what can this mean, unleſs he 
underſtood the Word to be the eternal 
Son of God 2 And he quotes Tertulltan, 
laying, that he is the Son of God, and 
God ex unitate Subſtantiz ; aud that 
there was a Prolation 'of the Word with- 
out Separation. Now what Prolation can 
there G of a meer Attribute > How can 
that be ſaid to be the Son of God begotten 
of the Father, without Diviſion, before all 
Worlds, as he quotes it from Juſtin Mar- 
tyr > And that he is the Word, and God of 
God, irom Theophilus Antiochenus > And 
in the next Verſe, when it is ſaid, 7he 
ſame was in the beginning with God it is 
repeated on purpoſe, ſaith he, That we 
might conſider, that God is fo to be un- 
der:!ood, that a Diſtinion is to be made 
between God, with whom he was, and the 
Word who was with God ; ſo that the Word 


doth not comprehend all that is God, But 
Our 
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our Wiſe Interpreters put a ridiculous 
Senſe upon it ; as though all that Grozius 
meant was, That Gods Attributes are the 
ſame with himſelf (which although truein 
it ſelf, is very impertinent to Grotzus his 
purpoſe) and that the Reaſon why he 
faith, That the Word is not all that God 1s, 
was, becauſe there were other Attributes of 
God beſides. But where doth Grotius ſay 
any thing like this? Is this Wiſe interpre- 
ting 2 or honeſt and fair dealing 2 For 
Grotius immediately takes notice from 
thence of the Difference of ZHypoſtaſes ; 
which he faith was taken from the Plato- 
1iſts, but with a change of the Senſe. 

3. When it is ſaid, v. 3. That all things 
were made by him ; Grotius underſtands it 
of the old Creation, and of the Son of God. 
For , he quotes a paſſage of Barzabas, 
where he ſaith, The Sun is the Work of 
his hands ; and ſeveral paſſages of the Fa- 
thers to prove, That the World and all 
things in it were created by him; and he 
adds, That nothing but God himſelf is ex- 
cepted. What tay our Wiſe Interpreters 
to all this 2 Notliing at all to the pur- 
pole ; but they cite the Engliſh Ge- 
neva Tranſlation (when they pretend to 
ewe Grotius his Senie) and add, That 
the Word now begins to be ſpoken of as a 

Perſon 
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Perſon by the ſame _ of Speech, that 
Solomon ſaith, Wiſdom hath builded her 
houſe, &c. Doth Grotius ſay any thing like 
this? And yet they ſay, Let us hear Grotius 
interpreting this ſublime Proeme of $. John's 
Goſpel. But they leave out what he ſaith, 
and put in what he doth not ſay; is not 
this interpreting like Wiſe men ? 

4. The VVord was made fleſh, v. 14.1. e. 
ſay the Unitarians as from Grotius ; It 
did abode on, and inhabit a humane Perſon, 
the Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt ; and ſo was in 
appearance made fleſh or may. But what 
ſaith Grotius himſelf 2 The Word that he 
might bring us to God, ſhew'd himſelf in the 
Weakneſs of humane Nature ; and he quotes 
the words of $. Paul for it, 1 Tim. 3.16. God 
was manifeſt in the fleſh: and then produces 
ſeveral Paſſages of the Fathers to the ſame 
purpoſe. Is not this a rare Specimen of 
Wiſe interpreting, and Fair dealing with 
{o conliderable a Perſon, and ſo well 
known, as Grotius 2 Who, after all, in a 
Letter to his intimate Friend Ger. 7 Yoſ- 
fias, declares that he owned the Doctrine 
of the Trinity ; both in his Poems and his 
Catechiſm ; after his reviewing them ; 
which Epiſtle is Printed before the laſt 


wo ; Edition of his Book atout Chriſt's Satis- 


294 T. 


faflien ; as an account to the World of 
hi 
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his Faith as to the Trinity. And in the 
laſt Edition of his Poems, but little before 
his Death, he gives a very diffe- 


rians faſten upon him. And 


mentator Grotzus 2 

IV. Is this to interpret Scripture like 
Wiſe men, to make our Saviour's mean- 
ing to be expreſsly contrary to his Words? 


For when he ſaid : Before Abraham was, [ ch. 8. 58. 


am; they make the Senſe to be that real- 
ly he was not, but only i» Gods Decree, 
as any other man may be ſaid to be. This 
place the late Archbiſhop {who was very 
far from being a Socinian, however his 
Memory hath been very unworthily re- 
proached in that, as well as other Re- 
ſpedts, ſince his Death) urged againſt the 
Secintans,laying, That the obviousSenſe of the 
Words it, that he had areal Exiſtence, be- 
fore Abraham was atually in Being, and that 
their Interpretation about the Decree is ſo 
very flat, that he can hardly abſtain from 


ſaying it is ridiculous And the wiſe An- Avſwer t» 
(wer they give is, That the words can- *** 4re*- 


not be true in any other Senſe, being ſpoken ' 
of 


Chriſte caput rerum vi- 
rent Account of the Son of tz —_ Origo, 
God from what theſe Z/nita- Immenti menſura Parris, 

quem mente Suprema 
Miratus feſe Genitor, de 
now let the World judge, how , Lomine Lumen | 

, . undit, uali fe ſpe- 
wiſely they have interpreted : m——— 
both S. John, and his Com- Hare. Syl. p.8. £d.1643; 
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A Vindication of 
Perſon by the ſame - F of Speech, that 
Solomon ſaith, Wiſdom hath builded her 
houſe, &c. Doth Grotius lay any thing like 
this? And yet they ſay, Let us hear Grotius 
interpreting this ſublimeProeme of $, John's 
Goſpel. But they leave out what he ſaith, 
and put in what he doth not ſay; is not 
this interpreting like Wiſe men ? 

4. The VVord was made fleſh, v. 14.1. e. 
ſay the Unitarians as from Grotius ; It 
did abode on, and inhabit a humane Perſon, 
the Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt ; and ſo was in 
appearance made fleſh or may. But what 
ſaith Grotius himſelf 2 The Word that he 
might bring us to God, ſhew'd himſelf in the 
Weakneſs of humane Nature ; and he quotes 
the words of $. Paul for it, 1Tim.3.16. God 
was manifeſt in the fleſh: and then produces 
ſeveral Paſſages of the Fathers to the ſame 
purpoſe. Is not this a rare Specimen of 
Wiſe interpreting, and Fair dealing with 
{o conliderable a Perſon, and fo well 
known, as Grotius > Who, after all, in a 
Letter to his intimate Friend Ger. F Yoſ- 
fras, declares that he owned the Dotrine 
of the Trinity ; both in his Poems and his 
Catechiſm ; after his reviewing them ; 
which Epiſtle is Printed before the laſt 
Edition of his Book at out Chriſt's Satis- 


faftien ; as an account to the World of 
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his Faith as to the Trinity. And in the 
laſt Edition of his Poems, but little before 
his Death,he gives a very diffe- ,, ... a. 
rent Account of the Son of rz melioris Origo, 
God from what theſe 2/nita- Immenſi menſura Parris, 
rians faſten upon him. And ain. monte Soom 
now let the World judge, how Lumine Lumen 
wiſely they have interpreted : I — 
both S. John, and his Com- Here. Syl. p.8. £d.1643; 
mentator Grotzus 2 
IV. Is this to interpret Scripture like 
Wiſe men, to make our Saviour's mean- 
ing to be expreſsly contrary to his Words? 
For when he ſaid : Before Abraham was, I jh. s. 8. 
am; they make the Senſe to be that real- 
ly he was not, but only i» Gods Decree, 
2s any other man may be ſaid tobe. This 
place the late Archbiſhop {who was very 
far from being a Socinian, however his 
Memory hath been very unworthily re- 
proached in that, as well as other Re- 
ſpedts, ſince his Death) urged againſt the 
Secinians,lay ing,T hat the obviousSenſe of the 
Words it, that he had areal Exiſtence, be- 
fore Abraham was actually in Being, and that 
their Interpretation about the Decree is ſo 
very flat, that he can hardly abſtain from 
ſaying it is ridiculous And the wiſe An- Anſwer to 
[wer they give is, That the words can- \* 4**- 
iſhop. 
not be true in any other Senſe, being ſpoken py. cs 
of 
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of one who was a Son, and Deſcendant of 
Abraham. Which is as ridiculous as the 
Interpretation ; for it is to take it for 
granted, he was no more than a Son of 
Abraham. 
V. Is this to interpret Scripture like 
Wiſe men, to (ay, that when our Saviour 
Joh.r0.36. ſaid in his Conſerence with the Fews, / 
am the Son of God, his chief meaning was, 
Huſwer ro That he was the Sou of God in ſuch a Senſe, 
Milb?3'- as all the faithful are called Gods Children? 
Is not this doing great Honour to our S4- 
viour ? Eſpecially when they ſay, That he 
never ſaid of himſelf any higher thing thay 
Ib. . 3®- zhis, which is true of every good man, Ian 
the Son of God. And yet the Jews accu- 
ſed him of Blaſphemy, for making himſelf 
the Son of God ; and the High Prieſt adju- 
Job. 19. 7, 1ed him to tell, Whether he were the Chriſt 
Matt. 26. the Son of God. 
a Did they mean no more, but as any 
Good man is ? 
Selden de But Mr. Selden faith, that by the 
Jure Nat. Soy of God the Jews meant, the Word 
& Gent. of God (as he is called in the Chaldee 
Pocock Parajhraſt) which was all one, as to profeſs 
"oh himſe'f God : And our learned Dr. Pecock 
Maim. faith, that according to the Senſe of the 
2-397- SC. ancient Jews, the Son of God ſpoken of, Plal.2. 
was the eternal Son of God, of the ſame 
Subſtance with the Father. And 
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And by this we may underſtand S. Pe- Mart. 16 
ter's Confeſſion, Thou art the Chriſt, the $ Joh. 6. 
Sou of the living God ; and Nathanael's, 69. '. 49. 
Thou art the Son of God. But it is plain 
the Fews in the Conference thought he 
made himſelf God, by ſaying, I and my Fa- 
ther are One. Not one God, ſay our Wiſe 
Interpreters, but as Friends are ſaid to be Hh of U. 
One. And what muſt they think of nitarp.2g. 
our Saviour the mean time, who knew 
the Jews underſtood him quite otherwiſe, 
and would not undeceive them 2 

But they ſay, 7he Jews put a malicious Anſwer to 
Conſtruttion upon his Words. How doth Mild.p.29. 
that appear ? Do they think the Jews had 
not heard what paſſed before in ſome for- 
mer Conferences, when they thought he 
had made himſelf equal with God; and that Job. 5-18 
he faid, That all men ſhould honour the Son, ** 
even as they honoured the Father ? 

Theſe Sayings no doubt ſtuck with them; 
and therefore trom them, they had Reaſon 
to think that he meant ſomerhing extra» 
ordinary, by his ſaying, 7 and my Father 
are One. And if they were ſo Wiſe in in- 
terpreting Scripture, as they pretend, they 
would have conſidered, that it thefe things 
did not imply his being really the Son of 
God, according to the old Jewiſh Notion, 
he would have ſeverely checked any ſuch 

I, Mil- 
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Miſ-conſtruQions of his meaning, and 
have plainly told them, he was but zhe 
Son of Man But S. Paul's Character of 
him doth plainly ſhew, that he was far 
from any thing like Vanity or Oſtenta- 
tion, Although he was in the form of God, 
and thought it no Robbery to be equal with 
God ; which muſt imply that he was very 
far from aſſuming any thing to himſelf; 
which he muſt do in a very high meaſure, 
if he were not really the Son of God, fo 
as to be equal with God. The meaning 
whereof, tay our Wiſe Interpreters, is, he 

Bip. of U- did not rob God of his Honour by arroga- 

nitar Þ-38- tug to himſelf to be God, or equal with 
God.” But what then do they think 
of theſe paſſages in his Conferences with 
the Jews 2 Was he not bound to unde- 
ceive them, when he knew they did 
ſo groſsly mif-underſtand him, if he knew 
himſelf to be a meer Man at the ſame 
time ? This can never go down with me, 
for they mult either Charge him with 
affeting Divine Honour, which is the 
higheſt Degree of Pride and Vanity, or 
they muſt own him to be, as he was, The 
eternal Son of God. 

VI. is this interpreting Scripture like 
Wiſe men, to deny Divine Worſhip to be 
given to our Saviour when the Scripture 
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ſo plainly requires it2 When I had urged 
them in my Sermon with the Argument 
from Divine Worſhip being given to 
Chriſt ; they do utterly deny zt, and ſay, 


147 


] may as well charge them with the Blackeſs Anſwer to 


Crimes. This I was not a little ſurprized 
at, knowing how warmly Socimu had 
diſputed for it. But that T might not miſ- 
underſtand them, I look'd into other pla- 
ces in their late Books, and from them I 
gather theſe things. 


erm. P.13- 


1. They make no Queſtion but ſome Wor- Anſwer t6 
ſeip is due to the Lord Chriſt, but the Jue- Milbe49- 


[tion is concerning the kind or ſort of Worſhip. 
2. They diſtinguiſh three ſorts of Wor- 
ſhip. 1. Civil Wor(bip from Men to one 
avother. 2. Religious Worſhip given on the 
account of a Perſons Holineſs, or Relation 
to God ; which is more or leſs, according 
to their Sanitity or nearer Relation to 
God 3. Divine Worſhip which belongs on- 
ly to God ; which conſiſts in a Reſignation 
of our Dnderſtandings, Wills and Afﬀettions, 
and ſome peculiar Aits of Reverence and 
Love towards him. The two former may be 
riven to Chriſt, they ſay, but not the laſt. 
From whence it tollows, that they can» 
net according to their own Principles, re- 
fan their Underſtandings, Wills, and Afﬀe- 
(tzons to Chriſt ; becauſe this is proper Di- 
vine Worſhip. Are not thele very good 
L 2 Chriſtians 
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Chriſtians the mean while 2 How can 
they believe ſincerely, and heartily what 
he hath revealed, unleſs they refrgn their 
nderſtandings to him ; How can they 
Love and Eſteem him, and place their 
Happineſs in him, it they cannot reſigy 
their Wills and Afﬀetions to him ? I think 
never any who pretended to be Chriſti. 
ans, durſt venture to ſay ſuch things 
before and all for fear they ſhou'd be 
thought ro give Divine Worſhip to Chriſt 
But they confeſs, That they are divided 
among themſelves about the Invocation of 
Chriſt. Thoſe who are for it, (ay, That he ma 
be the objeft of Prayer, without makin 
him God, or a Ferſon of God, and without 
aſcribing to him the Properties of the Di. 
vine Nature, Omnipreſence, Omniſcience, 
Omnipotence. Thoſe who deny it, they ſay, 
do only refuſe it, becauſe they ſuppoſe he 
hath forbidden it, which makes it a meer 
Error. And in the New Teſtament, they 
ſay, The Charge is frequently renewed, that 
they are to Worſhip God only. And as great 
Writers as they have been theſe laſt teven 
years, they affirm that, They have wrote 
no Book in that time.in which they have nit 
been careful to profeſs to all the World, that 
a like Honour or VVorſhip (much leſs the 
ſame) is not to be given to Chriſt as toGod. 
And 
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And now I hope we underſtand their o- 
pinion right as to this matter. The que- 
ſtion is, Whether this be interpreting thoſe 
Scriptures Which ſpeak of the Honour 
and Worſhip due to Chriſt, like wiſe Mey 2 
And for that I ſhall conſider, 

1, That herein they are gone cft from 
the opinion of Socinus and his Followers, 
25to the Senſe of Scriptare in thoſe places. 

2. That they have done it in ſuch a 
way, as Will juſtifie the Pagan and Popiſh 
Idolatry; and,theretore have not interpre- 
ted Scripture like wiſe Men. 

1. That they are gone off from the o- 
pinion of Socinus and his foilowers, who 
did allow divine Worſhip to Chriſt. This 
appears by the diſputes he had with Fran- 
aſcus Davidis and Chriftianus Francken a- 
bout it. The former was about the Senſe 
of Scripture. Socinus produced all thoſe 
places which mention the Javocation of 
Chriſt, and all thoſe wherein S. Paul 
ſaith, The Grace of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
be with you all; and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
dire our way, &c. and all thole wheres 
10 a divine Power and Authority is given 
to Chriſt as head of the Church, tor the 
ſupport of the Faith and Hope of all thoſe 
who believe in him in order to Salvati- 
on. And this Socinus truly judged to be 

L 3 proper 
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proper divine Worſhip. Georg. Blandrata 
was unſatisfied, that Socinus did not ſay 
enough to prove the neceſſity of the In- 
vocation of Chriſt, which he ſaid he could 
do from his Prieſthood and his Power, from 
the Examples of the Apoſtles, and the wery 
Nature of Adoration. And Blandrata was 
a Man ot great authority among the Y. 
nitarians ; and he thought Socinus ought 
to aſſert the necefity of it; or elſe he 
would do injury both to Chriſt and to hi 
Cauſe. 

In the diſpute with Francken, Socinu 
went upon this ground, that divine Au- 
thority was a ſufficient ground for divine 
Worſhip, although there were not thoſe 
eſſential Attributes of Omniſciency and 
Omnipotency. But I obſerve, that Socinus 
did not look on this as a matter of Liber- 
ty, as our Znitarians now ſeem to do; 
for in the Preface to the former Diſpute, 
he calls the Error of denying the Invocs- 
tion of Chriſt, not, as they now do, a 
ſimple Error or a mere miſtake ; but a moſt 
filthy and pernicious Error, an Error that 
leads to Judaiſm, and is in effett the deny- 
ing of Chriſt ; and in the latter Diſpute 
he faith, That it tends to Epicuriſm and 


Dedivin. Athe;ſm. And Smalcius ſaith, That they 
Chultl, are no Chriſtians who refuſe giving divine 


Worſbip to Chriſt, 2, Is 
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2. Is it like wiſe Men, to go upon ſuch 
grounds as will juſtifie both Pagan and Po- 
piſh Idolatry > This they have been char- 
ged with, and we ſhall ſee what wiſe Men 
they are, by the Defences they make for 
themſelves. 

1. Asto Pagan Idolatry, they lay, 


151 


I. They had no divine command for ſuch Defence of 
a Worſhip. This was well thought of, ''" ele of 
when they confels, that ſome among p. 54. 


themſelves deny that there is any com- 
mand for invocating Chriſt, and there- 
fore they mu't charge all thoſe who do it 
with Idolatry. But this is no very wile 
Notion of Idolatry, which depends upon 
the Nature of the Worſhip, and not the 
meer poſitive Will of God. 

2. They ſet up the Creatures more than 
the Creator, as S. Paul faith. S Paul 
doth not think them ſuch Fools, that they 
took the Creatures to be above the Cre- 
ator, which was impoſlivle, while they 
owned one to be the Creator and the ©v- 
ther the Creatures ; but: that they g1ve 
ſuch as of Worſhip to them, as belong- 
ed only to the Creator, and exceeded in 
the Worſhip of them thoſe baunds which 
ovght to be between them. 

3. They fet up an infinite Number of 
Gods who had been mere Men, This is, as 
L 4 if 
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if the queſtion were only, whether one, 
or a great many were to have ſuch Wor- 
ſhip given them: as if it were a diſpute 
about a Monarchy or a Common-wealth 
of Gods. But if it be lawfull to give di- 
vine Worſhip to one Creature, it is to a 
hundred. 

4. Their Worſhip was terminated on them, 
and ſo they made true Gods of Men. Sup- 
pole they aſſerted one ſupreme God, and 
made the reſt ſubordinate to him, and 
appointcd by him to te the immediate 
Directors of humane Afﬀairs. I deſire to 
know, Whether the Adoration of ſuch were 
Idolatry or not? It it were, they can- 
not be excuſed who give Adoration to 
Chriſt, while they cſteem him a mere 
Creature; if not, all the wiſcr Pagans 
mult be excuſed. 

2. As to the Papiſts, the difference 
they make, is not like wiſe Interpreters 
of Scripture ; for they fay, 

1. They have no Text of Scripture, which 
commands them to worſhip S. Peter, $S. Paul 
and $. Francis. . So ſome among them 
ſay, there is none for the Invocation of 
Chriſt, and with them the caſe is Paral- 
lel. But if Socinus his Principle be true, 
that communicated Excellency is a ſuffi- 
cient Foundation for Worſhip, becauſe it 
18 
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; relative to the Giver, then the Papiſts 

mult be juſtified in all rheir relative Acts 
of Worſhip without any Text to com- 
mand it. 

. 2. They exceed the Bounds of Flonour 
and Reſpect due to glorified Saints. But 
who is to ſet theſe Bounds but themſelves 
in all Acts of relative Worſhip, becauſe 
they depend upon the intention of the 
Perſons? And they hold the very ſame 
things concerning communicated Know- 
ledge and Power trom God, which our 
Unitarians make uſe of to juſtific their 
Notion of the Invocation of Chrilt. 

VII. Is this interpreting Scripture like wiſe 
Men, to turn S. Paul's words, Of whom as Rom. g. 5. 
concerning the Fleſh Chriſt came, who is Hiſt. of the 
over all,God Bleſſed for ever, intoa Thank(. 235 
giving toGod tor the Exaltation of Chritt, 

i. e. God who ts over all be Bleſſed for ever. _=_ ” 
But what reaſon do they give tor ſuch a © _ 
forced and unuſual Senle, beſides the a- 
voiding the difficulty of having the Name 

of God given here to Chriſt 2 A very 
ſubſtantial one. If the words had been 
intended of Chriſt, it would have been in 

the Greek 3; oy and not 5 4v, which they 

have taken up from Eraſmus and Curcel- 

leus. But Beza, who underſtood Greek: 

as well as either, (and Curce/zus _— 
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him for his Maſter in that Tongue ) 
ſaith, He could not ſufficiently wonder at 
this Criticiſm of Eraſmus, and thinks it a 
violent and far-fetched Interpretation, and 
aot agreeable to the Greek Idiom, and that 
6 @» 15 the ſame there with & Rr. And 
which may fignifie more to our Unitari- 
ans, one of the learnedſt Men they have 
Ante-Ni- had among them, utterly diſowns this 
28. © ” Interpretation, and faith, That the whole 
Verſe belongs to Chriſt. But if that will 
not do, they have another fetch in the 
Anſwer to caſe, viz. That it is very probable that the 
Mild? 34 word God was not originally in the Text, 
How doth this appear to be very probable? 
Of that, we have this account : Grotius 
obſerves, that the Greek Copies, uſed by the 
Auſ, to the Author of the Syriac, had not the word God, 
Archbiſhop, and that Eraſmus had noted, that the Ct 
Þ.29- pies of $.Cyprian, S. Hilary and S. Chry- 
loſtom had only bleſſed over all, or above 
all, without the word God; upon which he 
charges his Adverſary with no leſs than In- 
piety in concealing this ; and calls it, cheat« 
ing his Reader. But how if all this prove 
a groſs Miſtake in him ; unleſs it be only, 
that Grotius and Eraſmus come in for their 
ſhares. It's true, that Grotizs faith, That 
tuſwer to the word God was left out in the Syriac 
Mulb p.3- Verſion. But F. Simon, whoſe guthority 
they 
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they ſometimes -magnifie as to critical 
Learning, faith plainly, That Grotius 
was miſtaken, and that the word God is in —_— 
all the old Copies, and in all the old Verſi- (4 Nov. 
ons. And upon his bringing Eraſmus to : To. 
prove that it was not in S. Cyprian, S., __ 
Hilary, and S. Chryſoſtome, he cries out, 

Where 1s Sincerity 2 Eraſmus had met with 

one faulty Edition which had it not, But he 

ſaith, all the reſt of the MSS. bave it. 

And the learned Oxford Annotators, both Annox. in 
on S. Cyprian, and the Greek Teſtament Cypr = 
compar'd with MSS. ( w hich excellent dzos. 
Work we hope will ſhortly appear more 
publickly) declare, that they found it in 

all the MSS. they could meet with ; and 

even Eraſmus himſelf faith, That the O- 

miſſion in $. Hilary might be only by the 
negligence of the Tranſcribers ; and fo it 
appears by the late Edition out of the beſt 

MSS. where the words are, Ex quibns Hitar. in 
Chriſtus qui eſt ſuper omnia Deus. And Pal. 122 
for S. Chryſo/ſtom, all that is ſaid, is, 7hat 

it doth not appear that he read it, but he 

thinks it might be added afterwards. But 

what a ſort of proof is this againſt the ge- 

neral conſent of MSS. for S. Chryſo/tom 

doth not ſay he thought ſo. Eraſmus 

very plainly faith, that it is clearer than 

the Sun, that Chriſt 3s called God in other 

| places 
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places of Scripture ; but Grotius can by no 
means be excuſed, nor thoſe that rely 
upon him as to this place. 

VIII. Is this interpreting Scripture like 
wiſe Men, to take advantage of all Omiſj- 
1847 ons in Coptes, when thoſe which are en- 
ny 3c rire ought to be preferr'd 2 This I men- 
| tion for the ſake of another nored place, 

1 Tim, 3.16. God was manifeſt in the Fleſh, 
Here our wiſe Interpreters triumph un- 
wif. the reaſonably ; vis For, they ſay, it ap- 
nit.p.40. = tn . 4Tx - 
"ot pears by the Syriac, Latin, Fthiopick, 
© *JRMK: Armenian, Arabick, and moſt ancient Greek 
i bi Bibles, that the word God was not ori- 
we sf ginally in this Text but added to it. But 
[SOD the Arabick in all the Polyg/otts hath God 
1; | AY in; the Syriac and AEthiopick, if we be- 
| 15.3880 lieve their Verſions,. read it in the Maſ- 
i culine Gender, and theretore in the King 
of Spain's Bible, Gaido Fabricius Boderia- 
us puts in Deus. As to the Armenian, | 
have nothing to ſay, but what F. Simey 
tells us from Uſcan an Armenian Biſhop; 
Hiſt. Cri- that there was great variety in therr Copies, 
tique eu and that their firſt Tranſlation ws out of 
| Il. :.17. Syriac and uot out of Greek. And the 
' "+ 34309 main point is, as to the old Greek Copies; 
'/; 4 and we are aſſured, that there is but One, 
gh f | viz. the Clermont Copy which leaves out 
| God, but that it is in the Mena 
. t 
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the Vatican and all others ; and Carcel- 
lzus mentions no more than the Clermont 
Copy. 

[t is therefore neceſſary to Examine in 
this place, the Authority of this Clermont 
Copy, (as it is called) whoſe reading is fer 
up againſt all other ancient Greek Copies. 
Beza affirms it with great Confidence, 
That all the Greek Copies have God with 
one Conſent. But how comes he to rake 
no notice of this Difference of the Cler- 
mont Copy 2 For that he had a ſight of that 
part of it, which hath the Epiſtles of S. Paul, 
appears by lus Notes in which he refers to 
it. For he mentions it three times in his 
Notes on Rom. 1. v. 13. 29. 32. and in 
one he calls it a very ancient Manuſcript 
written in large Letters. What ſhould 
make Beza pals it over here ? It ſeems by 
Morinus that in the Clermont Copy, there 
was a CorreQion made by another hand; 
which is put into the various Leftions of 
the Polyg/ott in Morinus his Words. But 
how doth it appear, that Beza's Clermont 
Copy was the very ſame which Morinus 
had 2 Morinus faith, he had it from the 
F. F. Puteani; (and is the ſame | ſuppoſe 
with that in the King of France's Library ; 
of which they were then the Keepers ) 
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Copy, which fell into their hands ; and fo 
might come into the French King's Libra- 
ry,when they gave their own Manuſcripts 
to it. This ſeems to have been the ſame 
which P. Pithezus ſpeaks of ; for the De- 
ſcription exaly agrees with it ; but Pj- 
thezus, who was a Perſon of great Integri- 
tv and Learning, affirms, That this Volume 
of the Epiſtles in great Letters came out of 
the Monaſtery of Corbey ; and fo it could 
not be the Clermont Copy which Beza had, 
And I ſhall make it appear from the very 
places mention d by Morinus, that Beza's 
Copy did ditter from that which Morinus 
peruſed, as Rom. 4-9. Morinus his Copy 
had wa ; Beza takes notice of it only in 
the vulgar Latin; waich he would never 
have done, it it had been in the Clermont 
Copy, Rom 5.6. For #n Morinus reads in 
that Copy is 7, and faith it is the true 
reading: but Beza condemns it, and ne- 
ver intimates that his Copy had it, Rom. 
7.25. Morinus ſaith, the reading of his Co- 
py is the true, yezic 7% [£5 : Beza (aith, It is 
againſt all the Greek Copies but one, and that 
hath yec-; 7) 750:5 ; whetherBeza were mi- 
ſtaken as to other Copies is not our buſineſs 
ro enquire ; but if the reading had been in 
his Copy as Morizrvs found it ; he could 
never have ſaid,that but one Copy had that 
diftcrent 
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different reading. Rom.8. 13, Morinus his 
Copy had it TH; oz219; ; Beza takes no 
notice of any difterence. Rom. 10.8, Mo« 
rinus reads m1 Ay 1 yeren. Beza faith, It 
is not in the Greek Copies ; and he had then 
the Clermont by him : but it is both in that 
of the French King's Library, and of 
$. Germain's ; which agree with each other, 
where Beza's Copy differs; and Beza upon 
Rom.7.6. and 11. 6. obſerves, that his Cler- 
mont Copy differs from the reſt ; by which 
we ſee how careful he was to obſerve the 
various Readings 1n it ; and ſo upon Rom. 
I5. 24, 33, 16, 27. 

Rom. 1 4. 6. Beza obſerves, That the wul- 
gar Latine leaves out part of the Verſe, but 
that it is found in all the Greek Copies ; here 
Morinus charges Beza with Negligence, or 
Diſ-ingenuity ; becaule it was lett out in 
the Clermont Copy ; but how doth he prove 
he had the ſame Copy ? He fairh indeed, 
That the ancient Copy, which he had was 
lent to Beza ; but he tells not by whom, 
nor in whoſe Poſſeſſion it was atterwards. 
But it Beza were a man of any ordinary 
Care or Honeſty, he would never have 
concealed thoſe things, which Morinus 
found in it. 1 Cor. 6. 20, Bezaſaith, That 
thoſe words 4 & 7@ Tv uantuw are inall 
the Greek Copies ; Morinus (auth, That they 

were 
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were wanting, in that which he made uſe of. 
It's true, they are wanting, in the Alex. 


andrian, and ſome others ; but in none 
that Beza had the ſight of, if he may be 
believed. Theſe are ſufficient to ſhew, 
that there is no good Proof, that the ( 0- 
py which Beza had was the ſame which 
Morinus borrow'd ; and therefore his Au- 
thority is not to be ſlighted in this mat- 
ter, when he affirms, that all the Greek 
Copies agreed in reading God manifeſt in 
the fleſh ; and I cannot 1magine Beza {6 
intolerably carele(s as he mult have been, 
if Morinus his Copy and Bezas were the 
ſame. But whether it were in Beza's Co- 
py or not, zt's certain, they ſay, That it i 
not in that ancient Manuſcript, which i 
called the Clermont Copy ; which is affirm- 
ed by Morinus, and taken tor granted by 
others, therefore we muſt enquire a lit- 
tle farther into the Authority of this an- 
cient Copy. It appears by thoſe who 
have view'd and conſidered them, that 
there are two very ancient Copies of 
S. Panl's *Epiſtles, ſo exactly agreeing, 
that one is ſuppoſed to be the Tranſcript 
of the other ; one 1s in the King's Libra- 


Mabil. de TY, the other in the Monaſtery of S. Ger- 
Re Deplo- mains. Which Mabi/on (aith is a Thou- 


mar. /. 5. 
P. 346- 


ſand years old. Thele two Copies are in 
eftet 


a - © RSS ad a 25 2A . So an aa ao. am ac wm acc > oc EE auSCEE 


the Dofrine of the Trinity. 


effe& but one, agreeing ſo much where 
they differ from others ; and having the 
old Latin Verſion oppoſite to the Greek. 
Monſieur Arnauld had fo bad an Opinion 
of both parts of this Clermont Copy, (as it 
is called) that he charges it with manifeſt 
Forgery, and Impoſture; inſerting things 
into the Text without ground. F. Simon 
who defends them cannot deny ſeveral 
things to be inſerted, but he ſaith, it was 
through Careleſsneſs and not Deſign. But 


he Confeſles, That thoſe who tranſcribed Diſfrt.ſut 


both thoſe ancient Copies of $.Paul's Epiſtles 


did_not underſtand Greek, and hardly La p. 17. 


tin. And now let us conſider, of what 
juſt Authority this different reading of the 
Clermont Copy ought to be againſt the 
Conſent of all other ancient Copies. We 
find ſome good Rules laid down by the 
Roman Criticks, when they had a Deſign 
under ©rban 8th. to compare the Greek 
Text of the New Teſtament, with their 
ancient Manuſcripts in the Yatzcay, and 
elewhere, and to publiſh an exact Edition 
of it (which Collation was preſerved in 
the Barberin Library, and from thence 
publiſhed by Per. Poſſinus.) And the main 
Rules as to the various LeQions of Ma- 
nuſcripts were theſe, 1. That the Text 
was not to be alter'd but by a Concur- 
M rence 
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rence of all, or the greateſt part of the 
.- Manuſcripts. 2. That if one Manuſcript 
agreed with the vulgar Latin, the Text 
was not to be alter'd, but the Difference 
to be ſet down at the end of the Chapter, 
But it is obſervable in that Co/ation of 
Twenty two Manuſcripts, there is no one 
Copy produced, wherein there is any Va- 
riety as to this place. I know they had 
not Twenty two Manuſcripts-of S. Paul's 
Epiſtles, (they mention but Eight ancient 
Manuſcripts) but they found no difference 
in thoſe they had. And now I leave any 
reaſonable man to judge, whether -this 
Clermont Copy ouglt to be relied upon in 
this matter, Bur Ihave ſomething more 

to ſay about the Greek Copies. 
rt. That God is in the Complutenfian 
Polyglott, which was the firſt of the Kind, 
and carried on by the wonderful Care and 
Expence of that truly grea. Man Cardinal 
Ximenes, who ſpared tor no Coſt or Pains 
in procuring the beſt ancient Copits both 
_ de Hebrew and Greek ; and the fitteſt men to 
rebus Ge- judge of both Languages. And ih purſuit 

ſtis Fr. Xi- 

1: 7 ,, Of this noble Deſign, he had the beſt Ya- 
& 3. tican Manuſcripts ſent to him (as is ex- 
preſſed in the Epiſtle before his Greek Te- 
ſtament,) and what others he could get out 
of other places, among which he had the 
Codex 
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Codex Britannicus mention'd by Eraſmus. 
But after all theſe Copies made uſe of by 
the Fditors, there is no Intimation of any 
variety as to this Place ; although the 
vulgar Latin be there as it was. 

But Eraſmus mentions the great C onſent 
of the old Copies as to the vulgar Latin, 
and whence ſhould that come, Jut from a 
Variety in the old Greek Copies. To that 
I Anſwer, 

2. That the Greek Copies, where they 
were beſt underſtood had no Variety in 
them ; 2. e. among the Greeks themſtlves. 
As appears by Gregory Nyſſen, S.Chryſo- 
ftom Theodoret, Oecumenius and Theophylatt. 
But doth not Monfreur Amelote ſay, That the 
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Marguiſs of Velez had Sixteen old Manu- Amelote 


ſeripts, out of which he gathered warious 
Readings, and he reads it O'. 1 cannot but 
obſerve, how he commends Fabricius and 
Walton, for rendrirg the Syriac Verſion ac- 
cording to the vulgar Latin;but that will ap» 
pear to be falſe,to any one that looks into 
them ; the former is mentioned already ; 
and the latter tranſlates it, Quod manife- 
Btatus fit in carne. But as to the Marguiſs 
of Velez his Copies, there is a Secrer in it, 
which ought to be underitood, and is dil- 


in 


Loc. 


cover'd by Mariana. He Confeſles, He Marian. 
Edir.vulg. 


had ſo many Manuſcripts, eight of them out .. ,,, 
M 2 
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of the Eſcurial, but that he never ſet down 
whence he had hu Readings. 

And in another place, he ingenuouſly 
confeſſes, That his Deſign was to juſtifie the 

oo : ad vulgar Latin ; and therefore collefted Rea- 
>eto'® dings on purpoſe, and he ſuſpefts ſome, out of 
ſuch Greek Copies, as after the Council of 
Florence were made conformable to the La- 
tin. Which Readings were publiſhed by 
la Cerda, whoſe Authority Amelote fol- 
lows. And now what Reaſon can there 
be, that any ſuch /ate Copies ſhould 
be prefcr'd before thoſe which were uſed 
by the Greet Pathers 2 
3. That the Latin Fathers did not con- 
Hi i C1 themſelves about changing their Ver- 
Loc Leo {ion, becauſe they underſtood it till to 
Epiſt. 34- relate to the Perſon of Chriſt. So do 
— 1. S. Ferom, Leo, Hilary, Falgentius, and others, 
Trinit. As to the ObjeQions about Liberatus, 
Ao FR Macedonius and Hincmarus, I refer them 
Thra. c. 4. £0 the Learned Oxford Annotations. 
IX: Is it not wiſely done of theſe Znter- 
preters, to charge our Church ſo much 
for retaining a Verſe in S. John's firſt Epi- 
file, when they had fo good authority to 
i Jolt. $:7- qo it? The Verſe is, There are three that 

bear Record in Heaven, the Father, Son, 
Conſcder.on and Holy Ghoſt, &rc. From hence they 
+heExplic. charge us with corrupted Copies and falſe 
Om Tranſlati 
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Tranſlations; as an inſtance of the former, 
they produce this Text, which they ſay, 


was not originally in the Bible, but is ad- Hiſtory of 


ded to it, and 1s not found in the moſt anci- 


ent Copies of the Greek, nor in the Syriac, Archbiſbop, 


Arabick, Ethiopick, or Armenian Bibles, 
wor in the moſt ancient Latin Bibles. Not- 
withſtanding all which, I hope to be a- 
ble to ſhew, that our Church had reaſon 
to retain it. For which end we are to 
conſider theſe things ; 

I, That Eraſmus firſt began to raiſe 
any ſcruple about it. For, however it 
might not be in ſome MSS. which were 
not look'd into, this Verle was conſtant- 
ly and folemaly read as a part of Scri- 
pture both in the Greek and Latin Chur- 


ches, as Mr. Selden confeſſes, and that it $.14:n 4: 
was in Wickliff's Bible. So that here wag Syned. /. 
a general conſent of the Eaſtern and We- * © + 


ſtern Churches for the receiving it ; and 
although there might be a variety in the 
Copies, yet there was none in the pub- 
lick Service, and no Objections againſt 
it that we can find. But Eraſmus his au-+ 
thority ſway'd ſo much here, that in the 
Bibles in the time of ZZ. 8. aid E. 6. it 
was retained in a different Letter. As in 
Tyndel's Bible printed by the King s Prin- 
ter, A. D. 1540. and in the Church Bj- 
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ble of King E. 6. in both which they are 

read, but not in the ſame Character. Yet 
Eraſmus his authority was not great e- 

nough to caſt it out, if he had a mind 

to have done it. Which doth not appear, 

for he ſaith himſelf, that finding it in the 

codex Britannicus, as he calls it, he reſtored 

it in his Tranſlation as well as the Greek 
Teſtament, out of which he had expunged 

it betore in two Editions. And the Com- 
plutenſian Bible coming out with it, ad- 

ded greater authority to the keeping of it 

in, and ſo it was preſerved in the Greek 
Teſtaments of Hervagius, Plautin and R, 
Stephens and others, after the MSS, had 

been more diligently ſearched. Morinus 
Morin ex- ſaith, it was in ſeven of Rob. Stephens his 
qre”—many MSS. but F. Simon will not allow that 
Simon dif- it was in any but the Complutenfian, which 
_ - ,. is a ſtrange pieceof boldneſs in him. For 
Bez Epiſt. Beza ſaith, He had the uſe of them all 
oak from him; and H. Stephens let him have 
' his Fathers Copy compared with 25 
MSS. and he affirms, That he found it in 
ſeveral of R. Stephens his old MSS. be- 

ſides the Codex Britannicus and the Com- 
plutenſran Copy, and therefore he concludes, 

that it ought to be retained. (And ſoit 

was, after theſe Copies were come abroad 

in the Biſhop's Bible, under Quecn Ek- 

| | zabeth, 
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zabeth, without any diſlinQtion of cha» 
rater, as likewiſe in our laſt Tranſhti- 
on.) And it is obſervable, that Amelote 
affirms, that he found it in the moſt ancient 
Greek Copy in the Yatican Library ; but 
the Roman Criticks confeſs, it was not in 
their 8 MSS. yet they thought it fit to 
be retained from the common Greek Co- 
pies, and the Teſtimonies of the Fathers 
agreeing with the Vulgar Latin. 

2. This Verſe was in the Copies of 
the African Churches from S. Cyprian's 
time, as appears by the Teſtimonies of 
S. Cyprian, Fulgentius, Facundus, Vittor 
Vitenfis, and Vigilius Tapſenſis, which are 


produced by others. F. Simon hath a Critique 


bold conjeture, of which he is not ſpa- 
ring, that Victor Vitenſis i the firſt who 
produced it as 8. John's ſaying; and that 
it was $. Cyprian s own Aſſertion and not 
made uſe of by him as a Teſtimony of Scri- 
pture. Bur they who can fay ſuch things 
as theſe, are not much to be truſted. For 
S. Cypriav's words are, ſpeaking of S. 
John before, Et iterum de Patre & Filio 
ſeriptum eſt, & hi tres unum ſunt. And it 
was not YViftor Vitenſts, but the African 
Biſhops and Eugenius in the head of them, 
who made that addreſs to Huneric, where- 
in they ſay, That it zs clearer than Light, 

M 4 that 
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that Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt are one 
God, and prove it by the Teſtimony of 8, 
John. Tres ſunt qui Teſtimonium perhi- 
bent in calo, Pater, Verbum & Spiritus 
Sanflus, & hi Tres unum ſunt. 

3. In the former Teſtimony, the au- 
thority of the Yulgar Latin was made 
uſe of : and why, 1s 1t reje&ted here 2 When 
Morinus confeſſes there is no variety in 

Morin.ex- the Coptes of it. Yulgata verſio hunc vers 


7 I ſum conſtanter habet. And he obſerves, 


:. 1.9.9. that thoſe of the Fathers, who ſeem to 
omit it (as S. Auguſtin againſt Maximi- 
aus) did not follow the old Latin Verſ- 
on. Lucas Brugenfis, ſaith only, That in 
35 old Copies, they found it wanting but in 
five. As to S. Ferom's Prologue, T am not 
concerned to defend it; but Eraſmus 
thought i# had too much of S. Jerom 71 it, 
and others think zt hath too little. F. $i 

Critique 90u confeſles, that P. Pithe&us and Mabil- 

To.l. <9 Joy think it was S. Jerom's, and that it was 
in the MSS. But I conclude with fay- 
ing, That whoever was the Author, at the 
time when it was written, the Greek Co- 
pies had this Verſe, or elſe he was a no- 
torious Impoſlor. 

X. The next thing I ſhall ask theſe wiſe 
Interpreters of Scripture, is, Whether, 
when the Scripture ſo often affirms, 77 ba 
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the World was made by the Son, and that Joh. 1. 3. 


eb.1.2,0, 


all things were created by him in Heaven (1 1. \6. 


and in Earth, it be reafonable to under- 
ſtand them of Creating nothing 2 For af- 
ter all their Shifrs and Evaſtons it comes 
to nothing at laſt. But that we may ſee, 
how much they are confounded withtheſe 
places, we may obſerve, 

1. They ſometimes ſay, that where 
the Creation of all things is ſpoken of, it is 
not meant of Chriſt but of God. For in the 
anſwer they give to the place of the Epi- 
ſtle tothe Coloſſians, they have theſe words: 
For by him all things were created, are not 
ſpoken of Chriſt, but of God : the ſenſe of 
the whole Context » this, The Lord Chriſt 
is the moſt perfect Image of the inviſible 
God, the firſt born from the dead of every 
Creature; for, O Coloſſians, by him, even 
by the inviſible God were all things created, 
they were not from all eternity, nor roſe 
from the concourſe of Atoms, but all of them, 
whether things in Heaven, or things in 
Earth ; whether Thrones, or Dominions, or 
Principalities, or Powers, are Creatures, 
and were by God created, who is before them 
all, and by him they all conſiſt. This is a 
very fair Conceſſion, that of whomſoe- 
ad theſe words are ſpoken he muſt be 


2. But 


Hift. of the 
Unit. p.38. 
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2. But in the defence of this very Book? 
Defenceef they go about to prove, That the Creati. 
Uni” on of the World is not meant by theſe word;, 
Pp. 13, 14. Is not this interpreting like wiſe Men in- 

deed > And they tell -us, 7hey cannot but 
wonder, that Men ſhould attribute the old 
or firſt Creation to Chriſt. Wiſe Men do 
not uſe to wonder at plain things. For 
what 1s the old or firſt Creation, but the 
making the World, and creating all things 
in Heaven and Earth» And thele things 
are attribu:ed to the Word, to the Son ts 
Chriſt. But ſay they, The Scripture does 
never ſay in expreſs words. that Chriſt hath 
created the Heaven and the Earth. What 
would rhele wiſe Interpreters have 2 Doth 
not by whom all things were created in Hea- 
ven and Farth imply, that Heaven and 
Earth were created by him? But they have 
a notable obſervation trom the Language 
of the New Teſtament, viz That Chriſt 
1s never ſaid to have created the Heaven, 
the Earth, and the Sea, and all that there: 
in is ; but we are apt to think, that cre- 
ating, all things takes in the vea too, and 
that in the Scripture Language. Heavenand 
Earth are the {ime with the World, and 
I hope the World takes in the Sea ; and 
the World is {1id to be made by him, and 
do not all things take 1n all 2 No, ſay nn 
a 
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all things are limited to all Thrones, Prin- 
cipalities and Powers, wvifible and inviſi 
le. Then, however the making of theſe 
is attributed to Chriſt. And if he made 
all Powers, Vifible and inviſible, he 
muſt be God. Not ſo neither. What then 
is the meaning of the words, By him were 
all things created that are in Heaven and 
in Earth, viſible and inviſible ; whether they 
be Thrones, or Dominions, or Principali- 
ties, or Powers, all things were created by 
him and for him 2 Surely then, theſe Do- 
minions and Powers were created by him. 
No, ſay they, that which we render cre- 
ated, ought to be rendred, modelled, dif- 
poſed, or reformed into a new Order. Were 
ever wiſe Men driven to ſuch miſerable 
Shifts 2 One while theſe words are very 
ſtrong and good proof of the Creation of 
the World againſt Atheiſts and Epicure- 
ans, and by and by they prove nothing 
of all this, but only a new modelling of 
ſome things called Dominions and Powers. 
Do they hope ever to convince Men ar 
this rate of wiſe interpreting 2 Well, bur 
what is this creating or diſpoſing things in- 
to a new order > And who are theie Do- 
minions and Powers? they anſwer, Men 
and Angels. How are the Angels created 
by him and for him? Did he die to reform 

them, 
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them, as well as Mankind 2 No, but they 
are put under him, And ſo they were cre- 
ated by him, that is, they were mot crea- 
ted by him, but only made ſubje to him. 
But who made them ſubje# to him? The 
Man Chriſt Feſus > No, God appointed hin 
to be the Lord of every Creature. Then 
they were not created by Chriſt, but by 
God ; but the Apoſtle ſaith, they were 
created by Chriſt, But God made hin 
Head of the Church, and as 'Head of the 
Body he rules over all. This we do not 
at all queſtion ; but how this comes to be 
creating Dominious and Powers, wiſible and 
inviſible. Did God make the Earth and 
all the living Creatures in it, when he 
made Man Lord over them? Or rather 
was Man ſaid to create them, becaule he 
was made their Head 2 If this be their in- 
terpreting Scripture like wiſe Mew, 1 ſhall 
be content with a leſs meaſure of Under- 
ſtanding, and thank God for it. 

XI. Laſtly, Is this to interpret Scripture 
like Wiſe men, to leave the form of Baptiſm 
doubtful, whether it were not inſerted into 
S. Matthew's Goſpel; or to underſtand it 
in another Senſe than the Chriſtian Church 
hath done from the Apoſtles times? I ſay 
firſt, Leave it doubtful, becauſe they lay, 


That Learned Criticks have given very 
ſtrong 
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frong Reaſons why they believe theſe Words. 
In the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghoſt, were not ſpoke by 
our Saviour, but have been added to the 
Goſpel of $. Matthew, from the common 
Form and Praftiſe of the Church. Why 
are theſe ſtrong Reaſons of learned Criticks 
mentioned, but to raiſe Doubts in Peo- 
ples minds about them? But they declare 
afterwards againſt them. Not too much 
of that. For they fay, only, That they 
are not without their weight, but they have 
obſerved ſeveral things that make them 
think, that this Text is a genuine part of 
Scripture. Very Wiſely and Diſcreetly 
ſpoken ! The Reaſons are ſtrong and weigh- 
ty ; but they think otherwiſe. 1 wiſh they 
had told the World, who theſe /carned 
Criticks were ; leſt it ſhould be ſuſpeted 
that they were their own /rventions. But 
I find a certain Nameleſs Socinian was the 
Author of them ; and his Words are pro- 


duced by Sandius (a Perſon highly com- _ K 
Paradox. 


mended by them for his Induſtry and 
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Learning, but as much condemned by o- p. 115. 


thers, for want of Skill or Ingenuity.) 
The reaſon of writing theſe Reatons Sax- 
dius freely Confeſles was, becauſe thu place 
clearly proved a Trinity of Ferſons againſt 
the Socinians, But what are theſe very 
ſtrong 


. In 
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ſtrong and weighty Reaſons 2 For it is great 
Pity, but they thould be known. 
In the firſt place he obſerves, That 
S. Vatthew's Goſpel was written in Hebrew, 
and the Original he faith is loſt ; and he 
Juſpes that either S. Jerom was himſelf 
the Tranſlator into Greek and Latin (why 
was a Corrupter of Scripture, and Ori 
pen) or ſome unknow Perſon : from whence 
#t follows, that our Goſpel of $. Matthew » 
not of ſuch Authority, that an Article of 
ſuch moment ſhould depend upon it. Is not 
this a very ſtrong and weighty Reaſon 2 Muſt 
not this be a very learned Critick who 
could mention S. Jerom, as Tranſlator of 
S, Matthew's Goſpel into Greek ? But then 
one would think this Interpreter might 
have been wiſe enough to have added this 
of himſelf. No ; he dares not ſay that, 
but that it was added by Tranſeribers. But 
whence or how ? To that he faith, That 
they ſeem to be taken out of the Goſpel ac- 
cording to the Egyptians. This 1s great 
News indeed. But comes it from a good 
hand ? Yes, from Epiphanius. And what 
ſaith he to this purpoſe? He faith, That 
the Sabellians made uſe of the counterfeit 
: Egyptian Goſpel, and there it was declared 
_ that Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt were the 
n.2 ſame. And what then? Doth he ſay zhey 
borrowed 
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borrowed the Form of Baptiſm from thence ? 
Noching like it. But on the contrary, 
Epipbanius urges this very Form in that 
place againſt the Sabe/zans : and quotes 
$. Matthew's Authority for it. But this 
worthy Author produces other Reaſons, 
which Sandius himſelf laughs at, and de- 
ſpiſes? and therefore I paſs them over. 
The moſt material ſeems to be if it hold, 
That the moſt ancient Writers on S. Mat- 
thew take no notice of them, and he men- 
tions Origen, Hilary, and S. Chryſoſtom, but 
theſe Negative Arguments Sandius thinks 
of no force. Origen and S. Chryſoſtom, he 
faith, reach not that Chapter ; the Opus 
Imperfettum, which was none of his, doth 
not ; but his own Commentaries do, and 
there he not only mentions the Form, but 
takes norice of the Compendious Doftrine 
delivered by it, which can be nothing 
elſe but that of the Trinity. In the Greek 
Catena on S. Matthew there 1s more men- 
tioned, wiz. That Chriſt had not then firſt 
his Fower given him ; for he was with God 
before, and was himſelf by Nature God. 
And there Gregory Nazianzen faith, 7he 
Form of Baptiſm was in the Name of the 
Holy Trinity ; and he there ſpeaks more 
fully. Remember , ſaith he, the Faith 
into which thox wert baptized. Into the 

Father ? 
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Father > That i wel, but that is no farther 
than the Jews go (for they own one God, 
and one Perſon.) Into the Son 2 That is be- 
yound them, but not yet perfeft. Into the 
Holy Ghoſt > Tes, ſaith he, this w per- 
fet Baptiſm. But what us the commuy 
Name of theſe three, 929» m3 T3 Wi, 
Plainly, that of God. But this /carned 
Critick obſerves, that Hilary 2» ſome Co 
pies takes no notice of this Form. That is 
truly obſerved, for the very Concluſion 
is not #lary's, but taken out of S. Je. 
rom ; but if he had look'd into Filarys 
Works, he would have found the Form 
of Baptiſm owned, and aſſerted by him, 
Hilar. 2. For he not only ſets it down as the Form 
de Trinit. of Faith, as well as our Baptiſm appointed 


5y Chriſt ; but argues from it, againſt the 
Sabellians and Ebionites, as well as others, 
Thus we ſee how very ſtrong and weigh- 
ty the Arguments of this /earved Critick 
were. 
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CHAP. IX. 


The General Senſe of the Chriſtian 
Church, proved from the Form of 
Baptiſm, as it was underſtood in the 


firſt Ages. 


UT our nitarians pretend, that they 
are ſatisfied, that the Form of Bap- 
tiſm is found in all Copies, and all the an- 
cient Tranſlations ; and that it was uſed be- 
fore the Council of Nice, as appears by ſe- 
veral places of Tertullian. But how then 3 
There are two things ſtick with them. 
(1.) That the Ante-Nicene Fathers do 
wt alledze it to prove the Divinity of the 
Son, or Holy Ghoſt. 

(2.) That the Form of Words here uſed, 
doth not prove the Dottrine of the Trinity. 
Both which muſt be ſtrictly Examincd. 

' 1. As to the former. It cannot but 
kem ſtrange to any one converſant in the 
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prian faith expreſsly, That the Form .of 


be in plena & adunari Trinitate: 1. Ce. 7n 
the full Confeſſion of the Holy Trinity ; and 
N tiieretore, 
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therefore, he denied the Baptiſm of the 
Marcionitcs, becauſe the Faith of the Tri- 
nity was not ſincere among them, as appears 
at large in that Epiſtle. And this, as far 
as I can find, was the genera! Senſe of 
|" >—ay the Aute-Nicene Fathers, as well 2s others, 
rr Tic1t, And it is no improbable Opinion of Eraſ- 

Voſſi. de mus, and YVoſſius, rwo learned Criticks in- 

__ _—_ deed, That the moſt ancient Creed went no 
further than the Form of Baptiſm, viz. to 
Bchevye ia ive Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; 
and the other Articies were added as He- 

_ reſics gave occaſion. S. Ferom faith, That 

1erom. , bi. , 

Ep. 61. in the Traditional Creed , which they re- 
ceived from the Apoſtles, the main Article 
was, the Confeſſion of the Trinity ; to w'1ch 
he joyns the Unity of the Church, and Re- 
ſarreftion of the Fleſh ; and then adds, 
that herein is contained, Omxe Chriſtiani 
Dogmatis Sacramentum, the whoie Faith in- 
to which Chriſtians were baptized. And he 
faith, /t was the Cuſtom among them to in- 
ftrudt thoſe who were to be Baprized for for- 
ty days in the Dottrine of the Holy Trinity. 
So that there was then no Queſtion but 
the Form of Baptitm had a particular ke- 
ſpe&t to it; and therefore, ſo much weight 
is laid vpon the ute of it, as well by the 

Tertv). de Ante-Niceae Fathers ,as others. For, Ter- 

Papam. tufzar faith, That the Form of Baptiſm was 

pe th preſcribed 


_ __ 


© im. Gans eo am ©. wc. co__ co 


the Dofrine of the Trinity. 179 


preſeribed by our Saviour himſelf as a Law 9 -. 
to his Church. S. Cyprian to the {ame pur- er. c. = 
poſe, That he commanded it to be uſed. Coke 
S. Auguſtin calls them, the Words of the £\'6,* 
Goſpel, without which there is no Baptiſm. Ang. de 
The Reaſon given by S. Ambroſe 1s, be: ay 
cauſe the Faith of the Trinity is in this Form. 1. 6.c.2 5, 
But how if any one Perſon were left out ? Ambrol. 
He thinks, that if the reſt be not denied, $;-a* 7 ; 
the Baptiſm is good ; but otherwile, wa- © 3- 
cuum eſt omne Myſterium, the whole Baptiſm 
is void. 

Sothat the Faith of the Trinity was that 
which was required in order to true Bap- 
tiſm, more than the bare For: of Wards. 
If there were no reaſon ro queſtion the 
former, S. Ambroſe iecims of Opinion that ,, 
the Baptiſm was good, although every ,g. iy 
Perſon were not named , and therein he Hugo de 
was followed by Beda, Hugo de Sanfto Vi- > 0s 
fore, Peter Lombard and others. And «. 13. 
$ Baſil in the Greek Church, aſſcrted that -99b: 4: 

s j Sent. Dilt. 

Baptiſm in the name of the Holy Ghoſt was \< f:dq8. 
ſufacient, becauſe he is hereby twned to be Botil c Eve 
of equal Dignity with the Father and Son ; ys —_ 
but it is ſtill ſuppoſing that the whole and 
undivided Trinity be not denied. And 
he elſewhere ſaith, That Baptizing in the 
Name of the Father , Son and Holy 
Ghoſt is a moſt ſolema Profeſſion of the Tri- 
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nity in Vnity, becauſe they are all joyned to- 

gether in this publick A of Devotion. But 

othcrs thought that the Baptiſm -was not 

good, unlels every Perſon were named; 

which Opinion generally obtained both 

in the Greek and Latin Church. And the 

latc Editors of S. Ambroſe obſerve, that in 

other places he makes the whole Form of 

Words neceſlary as well as the Faith in the 

Holy Trinity. The Baptiſm of the Eu- 

:omians was rejeed, becauſe they alter'd 

Epiph. the Form and the Faith too, ſaying, That 

Hzr. 76. the Father was uncreate, the Son created 

_s Un. by the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt created 
by the Son. 

Concit, The Baptiſm of rhe Samoſatenians was 

Niczu. rejected by the Council of Nice. S. Au- 

19. 1. £#ſtinthinks it was Lecauſe they had not the 

Hereſ c. right Form, but the true Reaſon was, they 

ome rejected the Dorine of the Trinity. And 

rel]. c.8. .. 

fo the Council of Arles 1. doth in exprels 

Words refuſe their Bapriſm who refuſed to 

own that Deitrine. That Council was held 

Bellarm. A. D. 314. and therefore Bellarmin, and 

de Bap fr. others after him, are very much miſtaken, 

when they interpret this Canon of the 

Arians, concerning whoſe Baptiſm there 

could be no Diſpute till many years alter, 

But this Canon is de Afris; among whom 

the Cuſtom of Baptizing prevailed ; but 

this 
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this Council propounds an expedient as 
moſt agreeable to the general Senſe of 
the Chriſtian Church, viz. 7hat if any 
relinquiſhed their Ferefie and came back 
to the Church, they ſhould ask them the 
Creed, and if they found that they were 
baptized in the Name of the Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt. they ſhould have only im- 
poſition of hands, but if they did not con- 
feſs the Trinity, their Baptiſm was decla- 
red void. Now this I look on as an im- 
pregnable Teſtimony of the Senſe of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers, viz That they did 
not allow that Baptiſm which was nct in 
the Name of the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt ; or (which they underſtood to be 
the ſame) in the confeſſion of the Faith of the 
Trinity. How then can our nitartians 
pretend, That the Ante-Nicene Fathers did 
not alledge the Form of Baptiſm to prove 
the Trinity For the words are, If they 
do n't anſwer to this Trinity let them be bay- 
tzed, faith this plenary Courcil, as 5. Aru- 
!w/tin often calls it. What Trinity do they 
mean ? Of mere Names or Cyphers, or of 
one God and two Creatures joyned in the 
lame Form of words, as our Zxitarians 
underſtand it 2 But thev affirm, That the 
Aucients of 400 years do not inſiſt on this 
Text of $. Matthew to *prove the Divi- 
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nity or Perſonality of the Son or Spirit. 

Thcretore to give a clear account of 
this matter, I ſhal! prove, that the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers did underſtand thele words, 
ſo as not to be taken, either for mere 
N mes, or tor Creatures joyned with God, 
bur that they did maintain the Divinity of 
the Soa and Holy Ghoſt, from the general 
Senſe, in which thele words were taken 
among them. 

And this I ſhall do from theſeArguments; 

1. That thoſe who took them in ano- 
ther Senſe, were oppoſed and condemned 
by the Chriſtian Charch. 

2. Thatthe Chriſtian Church did own 
this Senſe in publick Acts of divine Wor- 
ſhip as well as private. 

. Thar it was owned and defended 
by thoſe who appeared for the Chriſtian 
Faith againſt Infidels. And | donot know 
any better means than theſe, to prove 
{uch a matter of Fact as this. 

1. The Senſe of the Chriſtian Church 
may be known by its behaviour towards 
thoſe, who rook theſe words only for dit- 
ferent Names or Appearances of One Per- 
ſon. 

And of this we have full Evidence, as 
to /raxeas, Noetus and Sabellius, all long 
before the Council of Nice. 

Praxeas 
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Praxeas was the firſt, at leaft in the 
Weſtern Church, who made Father. Son 
and Holy Ghoſt, to be only ſeveral Names 
of the ſame Perſon, and he was with great 
Warmth and Vigor oppoſed by Tertul- 
lian, who charges him with i»troducing a 
new opinion into the Church, as will pre- 
ſently appear. And his teſtimony is the 
more conliderable, becaule our Znztart- 
ans confels, That he lived 120 years be- 
fore the Nicene Council, and that he par- 
ticularly infilts «pon the Form of Baptiſm 
againſt Prax as. But to what pur; ofe ? 
Was not his whole deſign in that Buok to 
prove three diſtinit Perſons of Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt, and yet but One God? Doth 
he not lay expreſly, That Chriſt command- 
ed that his Diſciples ſhould baptize into the 
Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, not into One 
of them; ad ſingula nomina in Perlonas 
fingulas tirgimur. 1» Baptiſm we are 
dipped ence at every Name, to ſhew that we 
are baptized inio three Perſons. It is cer- 
tain then, that 7ertu//tan could not mi- 
flake the Senſe of the Church fo grofly, 
as to take three Perſons to be only three 
ſeveral Names. 

He grants to Praxeas, that Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt are one, bit how + Per a- 
nitatem ſubſtantize, iecauie there is but 
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one divine Eſſence : but yet he faith, there 
are three, nat with reſpe&t to eſſential 
Attributes, for ſo they are wnius Subltan- 
tie, & unius Status, & unius Poteſtatiz, 
quia unus Deus. And therefore the diffe. 
rence can be only as to perſonal Proper- 
tics and diſtin Capacities, which he calls 
Gradus, Forma, Species, not merely as to 
internal Relations, but as to external 
Diſpenſations, which he calls their Oecono- 
my. For his great butineſs 1s to prove 
2gainſt Praxeas, that the Son and Ho. 
ly Ghoſt had thoſe things attributed to 
them in Scripture, which could not be 
attributed to the Father. For Praxea 
Tertu). de aſſerted, That the Father ſuffer d ; and 
preſcrbz- thence his followers were called Patripaſ 
ret. Cc. ult. __— br" L 
fians and Monarchici, i. e. Vnitarians. he 
main ground which Praxeas went upon, 
was the Unity of the Godhead, fo often 
mention'd in Scripture, from hence 7er- 
Con. Prax. t#/lian ſaith, That he took advantage of the 
* 3 weakneſs of the common ſort of Chriſtians, 
and repreſeated to them, that whereas the 
Dotrine of Chriſt made but ne God, thoſe 
who held the Trinity according to the Form 
of Baptiſm, muſt make more Gods than one. 
Tertullian aniwers, that they held a Me- 
warchy, 1. &. unicum imperium, one ſupreme 
Godbead, aud a ſupreme power may tt 
| | | lodged 
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hdged in diſtinit Perſons and -adminiſtred 
in ſeveral manners ; that nothing over- 
threw the divine Mozarchy, but a different 
Power and - Authority, which they d1d by 


no means aſlert., They held a Sox, but 


of the Subſtance of the Father, and a Fo- 
ly Ghoſt from the Father by the Son: he 


ſtill keeps to the di/tinction of 
Perſons, and the Unity of 
Subſtance. And he utterly de- 
nies anuy Diviſion of Eſſences or 
ſeparate Subſtances ; for there- 
in, he faith, /ay the Herefie 
of Valentinus, in making a Pro- 
lation of a ſeparate Being. But 
although he faith, zhe Goſpel 
hath declared to us, that the 
Father is God, the Sou God, 
and the Holy Ghoſt God, yet 
we are taught that there is (till 
but one God : redattum eft jam 
nomen Det & Domint in unt- 
one, c. 13. wherebv the Chri- 


Alium autem quomo- 
do acowpere debes j 
profcfius tum, Perſonz 
non Subſtantiz nomine, 
ad Diſtintionem, non 
ad Divitionem, cxterum 
ubique reno unam ſub. 
Nanriam in tribus cobe- 
1entibus. Aawcrſ. Prax. 
C. 12. 

Er ſermo erat apud 
Deum & nunquam fe- 
paratos a Patre aut alins 
a Patre, quia £20 & Pater 
unum fumus, Hac e- 
rar probola veritatis , 
cuſlos unitatis qua pro» 
latom dicimus Filium 3 
Patre, fed non ſcpara- 
rum. C. 8. 


ſtians are diſtinguiſhed from the Heathens 


who had many Gods 


This 1s the torce ot 


what ZertuZian (aith upon this matter. 
And what ſay our Znitarians to it? 
They cannot deny that he was an Ante- 
Nicene Father ; and it 1s plain that he did 
underitand the Form of Baptiſm lo as to 
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imply a Trinity of Perſons in an Unity of 
Eſſence : To whiclr they give no Anſwer, 
But | find three things objected againſt 

Tertullian by their Frient's : 
1, That 7ertullian brought this Doftrine 
into the Church from Montanus, whoſe 
Sch!iche. Diſciple he then was. So Schlichtivgins in 
he his Preface againſt Meiſner, grants, That 
Þ. 13,14. be was very mear the Apoſtolical Times, and 
17: by his Wit and Learning promoted this new 
Potrine about the Trinity, eſpecially in his 
Book againſt Praxeas. But how doth it 
appear, that he brought in any zew Do 
Adverſ, Qrine? Yes, faith Schlichtingins, he con- 
Prax. 2 felfes, That he ws more inſtrufted by the 
Paraclete. But if he had dealt ingenuoul- 
Nos vero Iy, he wou'd have owned that in that ve- 
ut ſemper xy place, he-confeſles, Ze was always of 
oh "in. that opinion, although more fully inſtrutted 
ſtrutiores by the Paraclete 2 This only ſhews that 
per Far Montanus himfclf innovated nothing in 
&c. | this matter, but endeavoured to improve 
rin re. If, And it is poſſible, that Tertulian 
gulam ab might borrow his Similitudes and Il 
no t- trations from him, which have added no 
d:cucur- i\rength to ir. Burt as to the main of the 
rifle eriam DoCtrine. he faith, It came from the rule 
rehoren. of Faith delivered by the Apoſtles, betore 
cos,n:dum Praxeas, or any Hereticks his Predeceſſors. 
praxean Which ſhews, that thoſe who rejected this 
| Doctrine 
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Doftrine were always eſteemed Fereticks 
inthe Chri'tian Church. And this is a ve- 
ry early Teſtimony of the Antiquity and 
general Reception of it, becauſe as one 
was received the other was rejected, fo 
that the Aſlertors of it were accounted 
Hereticks. And the Senſe of the Church 
is much better known by ſuch publick 
Afs, than by mere particular Teſlimo- 
nies of the learned Men of thoſe times. 
For when they deliver the Senſe of the 
Church in ſuch publick 4s, all perſons 
are Judges of the truth and fallhood of 
them at the time when they are deliver d ; 
and the nearer they came to the Apoſto- 
lical Times, the greater is the ſtrength of 
their evidence; this I ground on 7ertul- 
lian's appealing to the ancient rule of Faith, 
which was univerſally known and receci- 
ved in the Chriſttan Church, and that 
ſuch Perſons were look d on as Flereticks 
who differ'd from ir. Which being fo ve- 
ry near the Apoſtles Times, it's hardly 
poſſible to ſuppoſe, that the whole Chri- 
ſtian Church ſhould be miſtaken as to 
what they received as the rule of Faith, 
which was deliver'd and explained at Bap- 
tiſm, and therefore the general Senſe of 
the Form of Baptiſm mult be underſtood 
by all who were admitted to it. So that 


the 
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the Members of the Chriſtian Church 
cannot be ſuppoſed better acquainted with 
any thing than the Dodtrine they were 
baptized into. Here then we have a con- 
currence of ſeveral publick Ads of the 
Church. 1. The Form of Baptiſm. 2, 
The Rule of Faith relating to that Form, 
and explained at Baptiſm. 3. The Chur- 
ches rejeting thole as Hereticks who dit- 
terd from it : which Tertulian applies 
to thoſe who rejected the Trinity. And 
Praxeas his Doftrine was then condem- 
ned, not by a particular Sentence, but 
by the general Senſe of the Church at 
that time. For Optatus Milevitanus rec- 
kons him among the condemned Hereticks, 
and joyns him with Marcian and Yalen- 
tinus, 2s Well as Sabellius, who follow'd 
him in the ſame Herefie. How was this 
poſſible, it Praxeas deliver d the true Do- 
Arine, and Tertullian brought in a mew 0- 
pinion as Schlichtingias fanies. Tertullian 
was at that time a declared Montanifſt ; 
and if he had introducd a mew Doftrine 
about the Trinity, can we imagine thoſe 
wovld have been ſilent abour it, who 
were ſharp enough upon 7ertu/an ior 
the ſake of his Paraclete? Some of the fol- 
lowers of Moxutanus afterwards fell into 
the ſame opinions with Praxeas, as The- 

odoret 
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odoret tells us, and 7ertullian ſaith as much Ear pag 
of thoſe Cataphrygians who follow'd Ter 3; 
Aſchines : But theſe Montanifts are diſtin- prafcr.c.5. 
guiſhed from the reſt. And Rigaltius ob- 8a; in 
ſerves, that Tertulian follow'd Montanus Praxean. 
chiefly in what related to Diſcipline, 
and that himſelf was not ſo corrupted in 
point of Doctrine as ſome of his Fol- 
lowers were. 
2. It's objeted, That Tertullian's Do- _— 
frine is inconſiſtent with the Dorine of the $64" 
Trinity ; for he denies the eternal Genera- 
tion of the Son ; and only aſſerts an Emiſſion 
of him before the Creation. 
But my buſineſs is not to juſtifie all 
Tertullian's Expreſſions or Similitudes ; for 
Men of Wit and Fancy love togo out of 
the Road, and ſometimes involve things 
more by Attempts to explain them ; bur 
] keep only to that which he faith, was 
the Faith of the Church from the beginning ; 
and I ſee no reaſon to call in Queſtioh his 
Fidelity in reporting, however he might 
be unhappy in his Explications. 
3. Tertullian himſelf \aith, Schlichtingi- 
us, in other Places, where he ſpeaks of the 
rule of Faith, doth not mention the Holy 
Ghoſt ; and therefore this ſeems added by *'* 
him for the ſake of the Paraclete. But this 
can te of no force to any one that con- 
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ſiders, that Tertulian grounds his Do. 
Atrine not on any New Revelation by the 
Paraclete,but on the Rule of Faith received 
in the Church long before ; and upon the 
Form of Baptiſm prelcribed by our Savi- 
our. Will they ſay, the Holy Ghoſt was 
there added for the fake of Montanus his 
Paraclete > And in another of his Books, 
he owns the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt 
: - PB to make up the Trinity in V- 
ni Pre Pity. Wherein Petavius him- 
Filius | op mon {elf conſeſles 5 That he aſſer- 
a_ Pudicit.e.21- ?ed the Dottrine of the Church 
_— + et ©5  inaCatholick manner - although 
he otherwiſe ſpeaks hardly 

enough of him. 
The next I ſhall mention, is Novatian, 


whom Schlichtingius allows, to have been 
before the Nicene-Council ; and our mo- 
Schlich- dern 7/nitartans call him a great Man, whe- 


ting. P . 
s 2 © ever he was, and very ancient. And there 


Ante- Ni- are two things I obſerve in him. 1. That 
ci 2-27: he oppoſes Sabellianiſm; for, before his 
time Praxeas and Noetus were little talked 

of, eſpecially in the Weſtern Church ; but 
Sabellius his Name and Do@trine were 

very well known by the oppoſition to 
Novatian, him, by the Biſhops of Alexandria and 
de Trinit. Rowe. lie ſticks not, at the calling it He- 
1. * refie ſeveral times ; and Diſputes "en 
It, 
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it, and anſwers the Objetion about the 
Unity of the Godhead. 2. That he owns, 
that the Rule of Faith requires oar beliey- © 29 
ing in Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; and 
aſſerts the Divine Eternity of it, and there- 
fore muſt hold the Doitrine of the Trinity 
to be the Faith of the Church contained in 
the Form of Baptiſm. For he ſaith, The Er cum 
Authority of Faith, and the Floly Scri- ap" 
ptures admoniſh us to believe not enly in the vin wrer- 
Father and Son, but in the Floly Ghoſt. 7: -” 
Trerefore the Holy Ghoſt muit be conſt 
dered, as an objec of Faith joyned in the 
Scripture with the other two,which is no 
where more expreſs, than in the Form of 
Baptiſm, which as S. Cyprian faith, was 
to be adwiniſtred in the full Confeſſion of the 
Trinity, in the place already mention d. 
And it 1s obſervable that S. Cyprian re- Cypr. Ep. 
jets the Baptiſm ot thole who denied the 3* 
Trinity at that time, among whom he in- 
ſtances in the Patripaſians, who it ſeems 
were then ſpread into Africa. 

The Diſpute about the arcionites Bap- 
tiſm was upon another ground, for they 
held a real Trinity, as appears by Diony- 
frus Romanus in Athanaſius, and Fpiphanius, 
&c. but the Queſtion was, whether they 
held the ſame Trinity or-not. S. Cyprian 
laith, That our Sau#bur appointed his 4por 
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ſtles to baptize in the Name of Father, Soy 
and Eoly Ghoſt , and in the Sacrament 
of this Trinity they were to baptize. Doth 
Marcion hold this Trinity ? So that S. Cy- 
prian ſuppoſed the validity of Baptiſmto 
depend on the Faith of the7rinity. And 
if he had gone no farther, I do not. ſee 
how he had erm the Rules of the 
Church ; but his Error was, that he made 
void Baptiſm upon difference of Commu- 
nion, and therein he was juſtly oppoſed, 
But the Marcionites Baptiſm was rejeQted 
in the Eaſtern Church, becauſe of their 
Doctrine about the Trinity. 

In the Parts of A/ra about Epheſus, Noe- 
tus had broached the fame Dottrine, which 
Praxeas had done elſewhere. For which 
he was called to an account, and himſelf 
with his Followers we caſt out of the Churches 
Communion, as Epiphanius reports, which 
is another cont;derable Teſtimony of the 


Epiph bz- Senſe of the Church at that time. Fpiphani 
— us-faith,hs was the firſt who breached thatBla 


[phemy ; but Theodoret mentions Epigonus 
and C/comenes before him ; it ſeems,that he 
was the firſt who was publickly taken no» 
tice of for it; and therefore underwent the 
Cenſvre of the Church with his Diſciples, 
When he was firſt ſ\ummon'd to an{wer, 
he denicd that he aſſerted any ſuch Do- 
(trine ; 
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Arine ; becauſe no man before him ſaith E- 
piphanius, had vented ſuch Poiſon. And 
in the beginning he ſaith, rhat Noetws out 
of a Spirit of Contradiction had utterd 
ſuch things, as neither the Prophets, nor 
the Apoſtles, nor the Church of God ever 
thought or declared. Now what was this 
unheard of Doftrine of Noetus > That 
appears beſt by Noetus his anſwer upon his 
ſecond appearance which was, That he 
worſhipped One God, and knew of no other, 
who was born and ſuffer d, and died for us ; 
and for this he produccd the ſeveral places 
which aſſert the Znity of the Godhead, and 
among the reſt one very obſervable, Rom. 
9. 5. Of whom as concerning the fleſh Chriſt 
came, who is over all God bleſſed for ever. 
From whence he interr'd that the Son and 
the Father were the ſame, and the ſame he 
affirmed of the Foly Ghoſt. But from 
hence we have an evident Proof that the 
moſt ancient Greek Copies in Noetus his 
time, which was long before the Council 
of Nice, had God in the Text. Epiphanius 
brings many places of Scripture to prove 
the Diſtintion of Perſons in the Uni- 
ty of the Godhead ; but that is not my 
preſent buſineſs, but to ſhew the general 
Senſe of the Church at that time. I do 
aot ſay that Noetus was condemned by a 
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general Council ; but it is ſufficient, to 
ſhew that he was caſt out of the Church, 
where he broached his Dodqrine, and no 
other Church received him, or condem- 
ned tharc Church which caſt him out, 
which ſhews an after Conſent to1t. Now 
what was this Doctrine of Noetus ? The 
very ſame with that of Praxeas at Rome, 
Theodoret faith, this his Opinon was, That 
there was but One God the Father, who was 
himſelf impaſſible, but as he took our Nature, 
ſo he was paſſible and called the Son. Eyi- 
phanius more tully, that the ſame Perſon 
was Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; wherein 
he ſaith, he plainly contraditts the Scri- 
ptures which attribute diſtintt Perſonalities 
to them ; and yet aſſert but one Godhead, 
The Father hath an Hypoſtafis of his own, 
and ſo have the Son and Holy Ghoſt ; but 
yet there is but one Divinity, one Power, and 
one Dominion ; for thele diſtin Perſons are, 
TYs #UTH; TRUTITHI.rHG Aur woeritulG.; 
of the ſame individual Eſſence and Power. 
But Epiphanius wasno Ante- Nicene Father : 
however in matters ot Antiquity, where 
there 1s no incongruity in the thing, we 
may make ule ot his Authority ; and [ 
think no one will queſtion, that Noetus 
was condemned ; which was the thing 1 
produced him to prove. 

But 
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But although Noetus was condemned, Com- 
yet this Doctrine did ſpread in the Eaſtern s Matth, 
parts ; for Origen mentions thoſe who con 2: 479+ 
founded the Notion of Father and Son, and 
made them but one Hypoſtaſis, and diſtin- 
guiſhed only by thought, and Denomination. 
This Dedtrine was oppoſed not only by 
Origen, but he had the Senſe of the Church 
concurring with him, as appears in the 
Caſe of Bery/lus Biſhop of Boſtra, who fell 
into this Opinion, and was reclaimed by 
Origen ; and Euſebius gives this account 
of it, That there was a Concurrence of 0+ Euſch. 16, 
thers with him in it, and that this Do- © 33: 
Qrine was look'd on as an Innovation in 
the Faith. For his Opinion was ?hat our 
Saviour had no proper Subhſtence of his own 
before the Incarnation; and that the Deity 
of the Father alone was in him. He did 
not mean that the Son had no ſeparate Dis 
vinity from the Father,bur that the Deity 
of the Father only appeared in the Son 
ſo that he was not really God, but only 
one in whom the Deity of the Father 
was made manifeſt. Which was one of 
the oldeſt Hereſfies in the Church, and the 
moſt early condemned and oppoſed by 
It. 

But thoſe Hereſi:s, which before had 
difterenced Perſons from the Church, were 
O 2 now 
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now ſpread by ſome at firſt within the 

Communion of it ; asit was not only in 

the Caſe of Noetus and Beryllus, but of Sa- 

bellius himiclf, who made the greateſt 

noiſe about this Doctrine ; and hzs Diſci- 

' ples, Epiphanius tells us, ſpread very much 

both in the Faſtern and Weſtern parts ; in 

Meſopotamia and at Rome, Their Do- 

rine, he ſaith, was, that Father, Son and 

Holy Ghoſt were but one Hypeſtaſts, with 

three different Denominationus. They com- 

pared God to the Sun, the Father to the 

Subſtance, the Son to the Light, and the Fbo- 

ly Ghoſ? to the Heat which comes from it; 

and theſe two latter were only di/tindt 0- 
perations of the ſame Subſtance. 

Epiphanius thinks that Sabellius therein 

difter' d from Noetus, becauſe he denied that 

a the Father ſuffer'd ; but S. Augn/tin can 

36, find no diilcrence between them. All 

that can be conceived is, that a different 

Denomination did ariſe trom the difterent 

appcarance and Operation; which our 7- 

nitarians call three Relative Perſons, and 

Diſce-»ſcof one Subjiſt ing Perſon. 

cope Sabellizs did ipread his Hereſie moſt in 

-it.p.ic his own Country ; which was in Penta» 

polis of the Cyrenaick Province, being born 

in Ptolz;za!s one of tie five Cities rhere. 

Ot this Dionyſus Bilhop of Alexandria 
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the Dofrine of the Trinty. 


gives an account 1n his Epiſtle to Xy/us E 


then Biſhop of Rome, wherein he takes 
notice of the wicked aud blaſphemous FHe- 


| refie, lately broached there againſt the Per- 


ſons of the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
Letters on both ſides were brought to him, 
on which occaſion he wrote ſcvera! Epi- 
ſtles,among which there was one to Ammo- 
ius Biſhop of Bernice, another of the Ci- 
ties of Pentapols. in this, he diſputed 
with great warmth againſt this Dodtrine 
of Sabellius, infomuch, that he was after- 
wards accuſed to Diony/tus of Rome, that 
he had gone too far the other way ; and 
leſſen'd the Divinity of the Son by his 
Similitudes ; of which he clear'd himſelf, 
as appears by what remains of his De- 
fence in Athanaſius. But as to his Zeal 
againſt Sabe//zaniſm it was never queſtion'd. 
Dionyfius of Rome declares his Senſe at 
large in this matter againſt both Ex- 
tremes, viz. of thoſe who aſlerted three 
ſeparate and independent Principles, and 
of thoſe who confounded the Drvine Per- 
ſons; and he charges the Doctrine of Sa- 


I 97 
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bellius too with Blaſphemy,as well as thoſe Synodi 
who ſet up three different Principles, and —_ 


ſo made three Gods. But he declares the' 


Chriſtian Doctrine to be, that there were 
Father, Son and Foly Ghoſt ; but that there 
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now ſpread by ſome at firſt within the 
Communion of it ; as it was not only in 
the Caſe of Noetus and Beryllus, but of Sa- 
bellius himiclf, who made the greateſt 
noiſe about this Dodrine ; and his Diſci- 
ples, Epiphanius tells us, ſpread very much 
both in the Faſtern and Weſtern parts ; in 
Meſopotamia and at Rome, Their Do- 
arine, he ſaith, was, that Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt were but one Hypoſtaſts, with 
three different Denominations. They com- 
pared God to the Sun, the Father to the 
Subſtance, the Son to the Light, and the Fo- 
ly Ghoſ? to the Heat which comes from it ; 
and thele two latter were only 4;/tindt 0- 
perations of the ſame Subſtance. 
Epiphanius thinks that Sabellius therein 
difter'd trom Noetus, becauſe he denied that 
the Father ſuffer'd ; but S. Augaſtin can 
find no diilcrence between them. All 
that can be conceived is, that a different 
Denomination did ariſe trom the difterent 
appcarance and Operation ; which our 7- 
nitarians call three Relative Perſons, and 


Diſcs:»ſcof one Subjiſting Perſon. 
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Sabellius did ipread his Hereſie moſt in 
Is own Country ; which was in Penta- 
polis of tie Cyrenatck Province, being born 
in Ptolzmais one of the five Cities here. 
Of this Dionyſus Biſhop of Alexandria 
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gives an account in his Epiſtle to XYy/us 
then Biſhop of Rome, wherein he takes 
notice of the wicked and blaſphemous FHe- 
reſfie, lately broached there againſt the Per- 
ſons of the Father, Son and Holy Ghoff. 
Letters on both ſides were brought to him, 
on which occaſion he wrote (cvera! Epi- 
ſtles,among which there was one to Ammo» 
vius Biſhop of Bernice, another of the Ci- 
ties of Pentapolis, in this, he diſputed 
with great warmth againſt this Dofrine 
of Sabellins, informuch, that he was after- 
wards accuſed to Dioay/ſtus of Rome, that 
he had gone too far the other way ; and 
leſſen'd the Divinity of the Son by his 
Similitudes ; of which heclear'd himſelf, 
2s appears by what remains of his De- 
fence in Athanaſius. But as to his Zeal 
againſt Sabe/taniſm it was never queſtion'd. 
Dionyfius of Rome declares his Senſe at 
large in this matter againſt both Ex- 
tremes, viz. of thoſe who aflerted three 
ſeparate aud independent Principles, and 
of thoſe who confounded the Drvine Per- 
ſons; and he charges the Doctrine of Sa- 


bellius too with Blaſphemy,as well as thoſe Synodi 


who ſet up three different Principles, and 
ſo made three Gods. But he declares the 
Chriſtian Doctrine to be, that there were 
Father, Son and Holy "v4 - but that there 
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is an indiviſible Union in One and the ſame 
Godhead. \rt ſeems Dionyſius of Alexan- 
dria was accuſed for dividing and ſepara- 
ting the Perſons, to which he anſwers, 
that it was impoſſible he ſhould do it, be- 
caule they are indiviſible from each other ; 
and the name of each Perſon did imply the 
inſeparable Relation to the other, as the Fa- 
ther to the Son, and the Son to the Father, 
and the Holy Ghoſt to both. And this Judg- 
ment of theſe two great Men in the 
Church concerning Sabe/lianiſm, was uni- 
verſally receiv'd in the Chriſtian Church, 
And this happen'd long before the Nzcene 
Council, 

2. Another argument of the general 
Senſe of the Chriſtian Church is from the 
Hymns and Doxologzes publickly received; 
which were in the moſt ſolemn Acts of 
religious Worthip made to Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoft. The force of this argu- 
ment appears hereby, that divine Wor- 
ſhip cannor be given to mere Names, and 
an Equality oft Worſhip doth imply an 
Equality of Dignity in the obje& of Wor- 
ſhip, and therefore, if the ſame Ads of 
Adoration be performed to Father, Sor 
and Holy Ghoſt, it is plain, that the Chri- 
ſtian Church did eſteem them to have the 
{ame divine Nature, although they were 

*_ diſtin 
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diſtin Perſons. And if they were not 
ſo, there could not be diſtin Ads of di- 
vine Worſhip performed to them. S. Ba- 
fil mentions this Doxology of Africavus, 
( that ancient Writer of the Chriſtian 
Church) in the fifth Book of his Chroxz 
con, We render thanks to him who gave our 
Lord FJeſns Chriſt to be a Saviour, to whom 
with the Holy Ghoſt be Glory and Majeſty for 
ever. And another of Diony/tus Alexandri- 
ms in his 2d. Epiſtle to Diony/tus of Rome. 
To God the Father and his Son our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt with the Holy Ghoſt, be Glory 
and Power for ever and ever, Amen. And 
this is the more conſiderable, becauſe he 
faith- he did herein follow the ancient Cuſtom 
and Rule of the Church; and he joyned with 
it, 0UrpaVO; aur DT ears, Prat- 
fing God in the ſame voice with thoſe who 
have gone before us, which ſhews how 
early theſe Doxologzes to Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, had been uſed in the Chriſtian 
Church. But to let us the better under- 
ſtand the true Senſe of them, S. Baſ/ 
hath preſerved ſome patſages of Dzony/aus 
Alexandrinus which do explain it, viz, 
That either the Sabellians muſt allow three 
diſtint Hypoſtaſes, or they mujt wholly take 
away the Trinity. By which it is evident, 
that by Father, Sox and Holy Ghoſt he did 

O 4 undcr- 
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underſtand three diſtint Hypoſtaſes, but 
not divided ; for that appears to have 
been the Sabellians Argument , That if 
there were three, they muſt be divided: 
No faith Diony/tus, they are three whether 
the Sabellians will or not ; or elſe there is 
0 Trinity : which he look'{ on as a great 
abſurdity to take awav, 7» beizy Taz 
the Divine Trinity, Of what? Of mere 
Names or Energies? That is no 7rinity; 
for there 1s but ove ſub/eſting Perſon of ſe- 
parate and divided Subſtances : That the 
Sabellians thought muſt follow but both 
the Pzony/tus's denied it. And in another 

Paſſage there mention d, Dio- 


OcomiTy 33 Ne yy ayſius of Alexandria aſlerts the 
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Trinity in Unity. But before 
Dionyſius, he quotes a paſlage 
of Clemens Romanus Concern» 
ing Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
which attributes Life diſtintly to them, 
Now Life cannot belong to a Name ar 
Energy, and thcreſfore muſt imply a Per- 
ſon. 
But that which is moſt material to our 
purpole, is the Publick Doxology in the 
Church of Neo-Ce/area, brought in by 
Gregory Thaumaturgus. S. Baſil gives a ve- 
ry high Character of him, as ot a Perſon 
of extraordinary Piety and ExaQtels 4 
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Life, and a great promoter of Chriſtiani- 
ty in thoſe Parts, and by him the Form of 
Doxology was introduced into that Church, 
being chiefly formed by him (there being 
but Seventeen Chri/tians when he was firſt 
made Biſhop there) which was, Glory to 
God the Father., and Son with the Holy 
Ghoſt, which ought to be underſtood ac- 
cording to the {ene of the Maker of it. 
And Gregory hath deliver'd his fenle plain- 
ly enough in this matter: for in that Com- 
feſion of Faith, which was preſerved in 
the Church of Neo-Caſarca, he owns a 
perfet Trinity in Glory, Eternity and 
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of Nature, On which DoCtrine his Form 
of Doxology was grounded. Which 
S. Baſil following, Exceptions were ta- 
ken againſt it, by ſome as varying from 
the Form uſed in ſome other places. 
For the Followers of Aetius took advan- 
tage from the Expreſſion uſed in thoſe 
Do xologies, Glory be to the Father, by the 
Son, and in the Holy Ghoſt, to infer a Dif- 
fimilitude in the Son and Holy Ghoſt to the 
Father, and to make the Son the Inftru- 
ment of the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt on- 
ly to relate to time and place. But S. Baſil 
takes a great deal of Pains to ſhew the im- 
pertinency of theſe Exceptions. They 
es = would 
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would fain have charged this Doxo/ogy as 
an Innovation on S. Baſil, becauſe it at- 
tributed equal Honour to Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, which the Aetzans would not 
endure ; but they ſaid, That the Son way 
to be honoured only in Subordination to the 
Father, and the Holy Ghoſt as infertour to 
both. Bur S. Bafil proves from Scripture 
an Fquality of Honour to be due to them: 
and particularly from the Form of Bap- 
tiſm, Cc. 10. wherein the Son and Holy Ghoſt 
are joyned with the Father , without any 
note of Diſtinftion. And what more pro- 
per token of a Conjunttion in the ſame Dig- 
nity , thau being put together in ſuch a 
manner. 

Eſpecially conſidering theſe two things. 
1. The extream Jealoufie of the Jewith 
Nation, as to joyning the Creatures with 
God in any thing that related to Divine 
Honour. But as S. Baſil argnes, If the Son 
were a Creature, then we muſt believe in 
the Creator, and the Creature together ; and 
by the ſame reaſon that one Creature is joyn- 
ed, the whole Creation may be joyned with 
him ; but faith he, we are not to imagine 
the leaſt Diſunion or Separation between Fa- 
ther, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; nor that they are 
three diſtin parts of one inſeparable Being, 
but that there is an indivifible Conjunftion 


of 
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of three in the ſame Eſſence ; ſo that where 
owe ts, there is the other alſo. For where the 
Holy Ghoſt is, there is the Son, and where 
the Son is, there is the Father. And fo 
Athanaſius urges the Argument from theſe 
Words, That a Creature could not be joyned 
with the Creator in ſuch a manner, as inthe 
Form of Baptiſm ; and it might have been 
2s well ſaid, Baptize in the Name of the Fa- 
ther, and any other Creature. And for all 
that I ſee, our Znitarians would have 
liked ſuch a Form very well ; for they 
parallel it with thoſe in Scripture ; and 
they worſhipped the Lord, and the King ; 
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and they feared the Lord and Samuel. But 4njmer ts 


the Jews underſtood the different occaſion , 


of ſuch Expreſſions too well, to have born 
ſuch a Conjun&ion of Creatures with the 
Creator in the moſt folemn A of Initia- 
tion into a Profeſſion of Religion. 

2. The Jews had a Notion among them 
of three dil int Subfiſtences in the Deity ſu- 
table to theſe of Father,Son and Holy Ghoſt. 
This hath been ſhew'd by many as to the 
Son, or the Divine Word ; and Rittangel 
makes out the ſame as to the Holy Ghoſt. 
Among the three Subſiſtences in the Mer- 
cavah ( which Rittange! had proved from 
their moſt ancient Writings) thoſe which 
are added to the firſt areW:ſdom and Zntelli- 


gence, 


Rittang. 
Þ. 81. 
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gence, and this laſt is by the old Chaldee 
Paraphraſt rendred RNYW, and he proves 
it to be applied to God in many places 
of the Pentateuch, where fuch things are 
attributed to him, as belong to the Holy 
Ghoſt. And he particularly ſhews by 
many places, that the Schecinah 1s not ta+ 
ken for the Divine Glory, but that is ren- 
dred by other Words (however the In- 
terpreters of the Chaldee Paraphraſt have 
rendred it ſo) but he produces ten places 
where the Chaldee Paraphraſt uſes it in ano- 
ther Senſe ; and he leaves, he ſaith, ma- 
ny more to the Readers obſervation. It 
the Jews did of old own three Subjiſten- 
ces in the ſame Divine Eſſence, there was 
then great Reaſon to joyn Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt in the folemn Act of Initia- 
tion : But if it be denied, that they did 
own any ſuch thing ; they mult deny their 
molt ancient Books, and the Chaldee Para- 
phraſt, which they eſteem next to the 
Text, and Rittangel ſaith, They believe it 
written by Inſpiration. That which I 
chiefly urge, is this, that if theſe things 
be not very ancient, they muſt be put in 
by the later Jews, to gratifie the Chri/tians 
in the Dodrine of the Trinity ; which I do 
not believe any Jew will aſſent to. And 
no gqne elſe can imagine this, when our 
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Unitarians ſay, That the Dottrine of the mn 
Trinity is the chief Offence which the Fews , g. © 
take at the Chriſtian Religion, How then 
can we ſuppoſe the Fews thould forge theſe 
Books on purpoſe ro put in ſuch Notions, 
25 were moſt grateful to their Enemies,and 
hateful to themlelves 2 Morinus hath en- Morin 
kavoured to run down the Credit of the j*\*} 70. 
moſt ancient Books of the Jews ; and a- «. 8. 
mong the reſt the Book Fezirah, the moſt 
ancient Cabbaliſtical Book among theFews, 
which he learnedly proves was not writ- 
ten by Abraham, (as the Fews think.) I 
will not ſtand with Morinus about this; Coſi Pare. 
however the Book Coſri ſaith, 7t was made 4 ?. 316- 
ly Abraham before God ſpake to him, and 
magnifies it to the King of Coſar, as con» 
taining an admirable Account of the f:r/t 
Principles above the Philoſophers. Bux- 
torf faith, that the Book Coſri hath been 
extant Nine hundred years, and in the be- 
vinning of it, it is ſaid, that the Confe- 
rence was Four hundred years before, and 
therein the Book Fezirah is alledged as a 
book of Antiquity : and there tue three 
Subſiſkences of the Neity are repreſented 
by Mind, Word, and Hand. So that this 
can be no late Invention of Cabbalitical 
jews, But our 2nitarians utterly deny 
that the Jews had any Cablala concerning 
the 


P. 302. 
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the Trinity. And they prove it, becauſe 
the Jews in Origen, and Juſtin Martyr 
deny the Meſſias to be God, They might 
as well have brought their Teſtimony to 
prove Jeſus not to be the Meſſtas ; for the 
Fews of thoſe times, being hard preſled 
by the Chri/tians, tound they could not 
otherwiſe avoid ſeveral places of the Old 
Teſtament. But this doth not hinder, 
but that they might have Notions of 
three Subſiſtences in their ancient Books: 
which contained neither /ate Invention, 
nor Divine Revelations ; but a Traditional 
notion about the Divine Being, and the 
Subſiſtences in it : and I can find no Argy- 
ments againſt it, that deſerve mentioning, 
For whea they ſay the Fewiſh Cabbala wa 
a Phariſaical Figment, &c. it needs no an- 
{wer. But what do they ſay to the 0/4 
Paraphraſes, whereon the main Weight 
as to this matter lies? All that I can find 
is, That they do not ſpeak of diſtind Per- 
ſons ; but they confeſs that Philo ſpeaks 
home, and therefore they make him a Chri- 
ſtian, But Philo had the ſame Notion 
with the Paraphraſts ; and their beſt way 
will be to declare, that they look upon 
them all as Chriſtians ; and they might 
as well affirm it of Oxkelos, as they do of 
Philo ; but I doubt the World will not 
take their Word tor either, Bur 
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But to proceed with the Chriſtian Doxo- DeSp.San- 
logies. N. *hing, faith S. Baſil, ſha! make ©* © ' 


me forſake the Dotlrine I received in my 
Baptiſm, when I was firſt entred into the 
Chriſtian Church ; and 1 adviſe all others 
to keep firm to that Preſeſſion of the Holy 
Trinity, which they made in their Baptiſm ; 
that is, of the indivifible Union of Father, 
Son and Holy Ghojt. And, as he faith af- 
terwards, by the Order of the Words in 
Baptiſm, it appears that as the Son 1s to the 
Father, ſo the Holy Ghoſt is to the Son. 
For they are all put without any Diſtinition 
or Number, which he obſerves agrees only to 
a multitude. For by their Properties they 
are one and one ; yet by the Community of 
Eſſence the two are but one : and he makes 
it his buſineſs to prove the Holy Ghoſt to 
te a proper Objett of Adoration, as well as 
the Father and Son, and therefore there 
was uo reaſon to find fault with the Doxo- 
ogy uſed in that Church: and thar, Firmi- 
lan, Meletius and the Eaftern Chriſtians 
greed with them in the uſe of it, and ſo 
did all the Weſtern Churches from 1llyricum 
to the Worlds end: and this, he faith, w1s 
by an immemorial Cuſtom of all Churches, 
and of the greateſt men in them. Nay, more 
he faith , /t had been continued in the 
Churches , from the time the Goſpel = 
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Euſeb. L.4. 
E. IF, 


Valeſ. ad 
Eutcb. 
P- 73: 


Coteler. 
VII. p. 
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been receiv d among them. And nothing 
can be fuller than the Authority of his 
Teſtimony, if S. Baſil may be believed, 

To theſe I ſhall add the Doxology of 
Polycarp at his Martyrdom, mentioned 


' by Euſebius, which is very fuil to our 


Purpoſe; 1 Glorifie thee by our Eternal 
High-Prieſt Jeſus Chriſt thy beloved Son, 
by whom be Glory to thee, with him in the 
Holy Ghoſt. What can we imagine Po- 
lycarp meant by this, but to render the 
ſame Glory to Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; 
but with fuch a difference as to the Par- 
ticles, which S. Ba/il at large proves come 
to the ſame thing ? And to the ſame pur- 
poſe, not only rhe Church of Smyrna, 
but Pionius the Martyr, who tranſcribed 
the Acts, ſpeaking of Feſus Chriſt, with 
whom be Glory to God the Father, and the 
Holy Ghojt. Theſe ſuffer d Martyrdom 
for Chriitianity, and owned the ſame Di- 
vine Honour toth2 Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, 

What could they mean, if they did 
not believe them to.have the ſame Divine 
Nature? Can we ſuppoſe them Guilty of 
ſuch ſtupidity to loſe their Lives, for not 
grving Divine Honour to Creatures, and 
at the ſame time to do it themſclves? So 
that, if the Father, Son aud Holy Ghojt 

were 
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were not then believed to be three Per- 
ſons and one Ged, the Chriilian Church 
was mightily deceived; and the Martyrs 
acted inconſiſtently with their own Prin- 
ciples. Which no good Chriflian will 
dare to affirm. But ſome have adven- 
tured to ſay, that Polycarp did not mean 
the ſame Divine Flonour to Father, Son 
and Foly Ghoſt. Bur if he had ſo meant 
it, how could he have expreſſed it other- 
wiſe ? It was certainly a Worſhip diſtin&t 
from what he gave to Creatures ; as ap- 
pears by the Church of Smyraa's dilown+ 
ing any Worſhip but of Love and Reſpett 
to their fellow Creatures; and own the 
giving Adoration to the Son of God ; with 
whom they joyn both Father and Holy 
Ghoſt. Which it is impoſſible ro conceive, 
that in their Circumſtances, they ſhould 
have done, unleſs they had believed the 
ſame Divine Honour to belong ro them, 

S. Bafil's Teſtimony makes it out of 
Diſpute, that zhe Doxolegy to Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt, was univerſally receiv'd 
in the publick Offices of the Church, and 
that from the time of greateſt Antiquity : 
So that we have no necd of the Teitimo- 
nies from the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions (as 
they are called ) to prove it, But Tavoid 
all diſputable Authorities. And I ſhall 

P only 


210 


A Vindication of 


&. 29- only add that it appears from S. Bafil, 


Prudent. 
Cath. 
Hymn. $- 


Hilar. 
Op. N. E. 
p. 1214- 


Apol. 2. 
Þ. 94+ 


that this Doxology had been long uſed 
nor only in publick Offices, but in Oc- 
caſtonal Ejaculations , as: at the bringing 
in of Light in the Evening, the People, 
he ſaith, were wont to ſay, Glory be to the 
Father, and to the Son, and to the Holy 
Gvoſt, &c. This, he faith, had been an an- 
cient Cuſtom among the People, and none 
can tell who brought it in. But Prudentius 
ſhews, that it was continued to his Time; 
as appea's by his ymn on that occaſion, 
which concludes with this Doxxology, and 
S. Hilary ends his Hymn written to his 
Daughter, in the ſame manner. 

2. I come therefore to the laſt Proof, 
which I ſhall produce of the Senſe of the 
Chriſtian Church, which is, from the Te- 
ſtimony of thoſe who wrote in Defence of 
our Religion againſt Infidels. In which | 
ſhall be the ſhorter, ſince the particular 
Teliimonies of the Fathers, have been fo 
fully produced, and defended by others, 
eſpecially by Dr. Bull. 

Tuſtin Martyr in his Apology for the 
Chriſtians, gives an Account ot the Form 
of Baptiſm, as it was adminiltred among 
Chriſtians, which he faith, was 7 the 
Name of God the Father of all, aud of 
our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, and of the Holy 

Ghoſt. 
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Ghoſt. And that he ſpake of them as of 
diſtin Perſons, as appears by his words 
afterwards. They who take the Son to be ©: 26. 
the Father. neither know the Father nor 
the Son, who being the Word and firſt be- 
gotten is God, And when he ſpeaks of the 
Euchariſt, he ſaith, That it is offer d to P.97- 
the Father of all, by the Name of the Son, 
and the Holy Ghoſt : and of other ſolemn 
Acts of Devotion, he faith, 7 hat in all 
f them they praiſe God the Father of all, Þ. gg. 
by his Son Feſus Chriſt, and the Holy Ghoſt. 
And in other places, he mentions the 
Worſhip they give to Father, Son and =y 
Holy Ghoſt. Indeed he mentions a dife- 
rence of Order between them ; but makes ®- 6. 
no Difference as to the Worſhip given to 
them. And all this in no long Apology 
for the Chriſtian Faith. What can bLethe 
meaning of this, if he did not take it 
for granied, that the Chriſtian Church 
embraced the Do&trine of the Trinity in 
Baptiſm 2 Fuſtin Martyr was no (uch weak 
Man to go about to expoſe the Chriliian 
Religion inſtead of defending it ; and he 
mult have done fo, it he cid not behkeve 
this not only to be a true, but a neceſla- 
ry part of the Chriſtian Faith For, why 
did he at all mention ſuch a Myſterious 
and dark Point : Why did he not conceal it, 
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(as ſome would have done) and only re. 
preſent to the Emperours, the fair and 
plauſible part of Chriſtianity? No, he 
was a Man of great Sincerity, and a 
through Chriſtian himſclf; and therefore 
thought he could not hone(lly conceal fo 
fundamental a Point ot the Chriſtian 
Faith, and which related to their being 
entred into the Chriſtian Church. For 
if the Profeſſion of this Faith had not 
been look'd on as a neceſlary icondition 
of being a Member of the Church of 
Chriſt; it is hard to imagine, that Juſtin 
Martyr ſhould ſo much inliſt upon it, not 
only here, but in his other Treatiſes : 
Ot which an Account hath been given 
by others. 

Athenagoras |1ad been a Philoſopher, as 
well as Juſtin Martyr, before he profeſſed 
himſelt a Chriſtian ; and therefore, muſt 
be tuppoſed to underſtand his Religion be- 
fore he embraced ir. And in his Defence 
he aſlerts, That the Chriſtians do believe 
in Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; in God the 
Father, God the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt. 
And he mentions both the Unity and 
Order which is among them. Which can 
ſignifie nothing ualets they be owned to 
be diſtin Perſons in the ſame Divine 
Nature. And in the next Page, he looks 

on 
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on it, as a thing which all Cliriſtians 
aſpire after in another Life, 7hat they 
ſhall then know the Union of the Fa- 
ther, and the Cemmunication of the Fa- 
ther to the Son, what the Floly Ghoſt 
is, and what the Union and Diſtinti- 
on there is between the Holy Ghoſt, the 
Son and the Father. No man who had 
ever had che name of a Philoſopher wou'd 
have ſaid ſuch things, unleſs he had be- 
lieved the Doctrine of the 7rinity a> we 
do, z. e.that there are three dittin Perſons 
in the ſame Divine Nature, but that the 
manner of the Union, and Di:!inftion 
between them, is above our reach and 
comprehenſ:on. 
But our Zn:tarzans have an Anſwer rea- 


dy for theſe men, viz. That they came out of , 
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Defence of 
he Hiſt. of 


he Unit. 


Plato's School,with the T infture of his three p. s. 


Principles ; and they ſadly complain, that 
Platoniſm had wery early corrupted the 


. Chriſtian Faith as to ;heſe matters. 


In anſwer to which Exception, I have Reſp. 2d 
only one Poſtulatum ro make ; which is, Judic. Ec- 


that theſe were honeſt Men , and knew 
their own Minds be:}, and [ ſhall make it 
appear, that none can more politively de- 
clare, than they do, that they did not take 
up theſe Notions from Plato, but from the 
Holy Scriptures ; Juſtin Martyr faith he 

of took 
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Juſt. Apol- 205k the Foundation of his Faith from 


S* _ thence, and that he could find no certainty 
p- 18, 22, as to God and Religion any where elſe : 
"e that he thinks, Plato took his three Principles 
from Moſes ; and in his Dialogue with 
Dial.cum 7rypho, he at large proves the Fternty 
ame of the Son of God from the Scriptures 
and faid, Ze would uſe n» o:her Arguments, 
for he pretended to no Skill bat in the Scrt- 
ptures, which God had enabled him to un- 
derjtand. 
Athenag. Athenagoras declares, That where the 
28.9 Philoſophers agreed with them, their Faith 
did not depend on them, but on the Teſti 
mony of the Prophets, who were mſpired by 
the Holy Ghoſt. 
Theophil. To the ſame purpoſe ſpeaks Theophilu 
Jyc. y.100. Biſhop of Antioch , who aſlerts the Co- 
| eternity of the Son with the Father, from 
the begining of $. John's Goſpel ; and ſaith, 
their Faith is built on the Scriptures. 
Clemens Clemens Alexandrinus owrs not only, 
Ped. /. 3. the Eſſential Attributes of God to belong ti 
&7- the Son ; but that there is one Father 0 
all, and one Word over all, and one Hol 


Ghoſt who is every where. 


Str. 1.4 And he thinks, Plato borrowed his three 


-517- Principles from Moſes ; that his ſecond wa 
' the Son, and his third the Holy Spirit. 


Ever 
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Even Origen him: 1: tighly commends _ ay 
Moſes above Plato, in i115 moſt undoutted } , $98. 
Writings, and ſaith, That Numen-us went Orig. c. 
beyond Plato, and that he borrowed out of —_ : © 
the Scriptures ; and ſo he {aith, Plato 41d p. 198 16. 
in other places ; bur he adds, That the ? —_ 
Dodtrines were better deliver'd in Scri- _— 1. 
pture, than in his Artificial Dialogues. Can ?- 35" 
any one that hath the leatt reverence for *? 
Writers of fach Authority and Z al f-r 
the Chriſtian Doftine, imagine that they 
wiltully corrupted it in one of the chief 
Articles of it ; and brought in new Spe- 
cularions againſt the Senſe of thoſe Books, 
which at the ſame time, they profetled 
to be the only Rule of heir Faith ? Even 
where they ſpeak moſt favourably of the 
Platonick Trinity, they ſuppoſe it to be 
borrowed from Moſes. 

And therefore Numenius faid, That Mo» Clem A- 
ſes and Plato did not differ about the firſt lex. Str. 1, 
Principles ; and ZTheodoret mentions Nu- — g. 
menius as one of thoſe, who 1{21d, Plate Theod. 
underſtood the Hebrew Dottrine in Feyp by > 
and during his Thirteen years i ay there, 
it is hardly poll:ble to ſuppole, he ſhould 
be ignorant of the Febrew Dottrine, a» 
bout the fir/# Principles, which he was 
ſo inquiſitive after, eſpecially among Na» 
tions, who pretended to Antiquity, 

P 4 And 
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NH And the Platonick Notion of the Divine 
*'Þ Eſſence inlarging it ſelf to three Hypoſta- 
\ (488: 1 ſes, is conſiderable on theſe Accounts : 

F 1. That it is deliver'd with ſo much - 
aſſurance by the Oppoſers of Chriſtianity ; 
ſuch as Plotinus, Porphyrius, Proclus and 
others were known to be, and they ſpeak 
with no manner of doubt concerning it ; 

Cyril. c. as may be ſcen in the paſſages of Porphy- 
 -490ahd rie preſerved by S.Cyril and others 
AR 2. That they took it up from no Re- 
velation ; but as a Notion in it felf agreea- 
ble enough ; as appears by the pallages 
W: | in Platoand others concerning it, They 
00! HH never ſuſpected it to be liable to the 
Tv Charge of Nox-Senſe, and Contraditlions, 
as our modern 7nitarians charge the Tri- 
nity with; although their Notion as re- 
preſented by Porphyrie be as liable to it. 
How came theſe Men of Wit and Senſe, 
to hit upon, and be fo fond of ſuch abſurd 
Principles which lead to the Belief of My- 
ſterious Non-Senſe , and Impoſſibilities ; 
if theſe Men may be truſted ? 

3- That the Nations moſt renowned 
for Antiquity and deep Speculations, did 
light upon the ſame Doctrine, about a 
Trinity of ZHypoſtaſes in the Divine 
Eſſence. To prove this I ſhall not refer 
to the Triſmegiſtick Books, or the Chaldee 

Oracles, 


wr &, * » hy ” 
2 Aer. ASLFU@IqOd og ++ - 


» — _ 5 = 
cob on 
CLOS 2G be 


— 


—_— 
"=o 3 Ar 


—-- - 
EL A Od ie; IE > FE 
. — " 
=y Ss bf 


CO EY 
© - 


SS SSQo } ar i... Xu 


the DoFrie of the Trinity. 


Oracles, or any doubtful Authorities ; but * 


Ofirld. p. 
have been receiv d among the Perſians, and 369. <d. 


Porphyry, and Fomblicus, ſay the fame of —"" 


Plutarch aſlerts the three Hypoſtaſes to 


the Ezyptians. 
4. That this Zypoſta/rs did maintain its 


Reputation fo Jong in the World. For we 'Myft. 5:8. 


find it continued to the time of Macrobins : 3. < 2. 
? Macrob.in 


who ment. ons it as a rea{onable Notion 


from Mind. Some have thought that the 
Platonills made two created Beings, to be 
two of the Divine Hypoſtaſes ; but this is 
contrary to what Plotinus and Porphyry 
affirm concerning ir, and it is hard to 
give an Account, how tney ſhould then 
be Eſſentially different from Creatures, 
and be Hypoſtaſes in the Divine Eſſence. 
But this 1s no part of my buſineſs, being 
concerned no farther, than to clear the 
Senſe of the Chriſtian Church, as to rhe 
Form of Baptiſm in the Name of the Fa- 
ther, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; which accor- 
ding to the Senſe of the Ante-Nicene Fa- 
thers, I have proved, doth manifeſt the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, to have been 
generally receivd in the Chriſtian 
Church, 


2. Let 


x » Som. Sci- 
viz, of one ſupreme Being, Father of all, pion. 1. «. 
and a Mind proceeding from it, and Soul © '* 
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2, Let us now ſee what our Znztarians 
obje& againt the Proof of the Trinity 
from theſe words. 

1. They fay, That there is a Note of 


Mulb p.17. diſtin:Tion and Superiority. For Chriſt 


owns, that his Power was given to him by 
the Father. 

There is no queſtion, but that the Per. 
ſon who ſuffer'd on the Croſs, had Power 
given to him,after his Reſurrection; but the 
true Queſtion is, whether his Sonſhip were 
then given to him. He was then declared 
to be the, Son of God with Power, and had 
a Name or Authority gzven him above e- 
wery Name ; being exalted to be a Prince 
and a Saviour, to give Repentance, and Re- 
miſſion of Sins : 1h order to which he now 
appointed his Apoſtles zo reach all Nati 
ons ; baptizing them in the Name of the Fa- 
ther, the Son and the Holy Ghoſt. He doth 
not ſay in the name of Feſus, who ſuf 
fer'd on the Crols ; nor in the name of Je- 
ſus the Chriſt now exalted ; but in the name 
of Father, Son and Holy Gheſt; and al- 
though there were a double Gift with 
reſpect to the Son and Holy Ghoſt ; the one, 
as to his Royal Authority over the 
Church; the other;,as to his extraordinary 
Effuſion on the Apoſtles, yet neither of 
theſe are ſo much as intimated ; but the 


Office 
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Office of Baptiſm is required to be perfor- 
med in the Name of thcſe three as diſtin 
and yet equal ; without any Relation to 
any Gifr, either as to the Sox or Holy 
Ghoſt, But it the ancient Jews .were in 
the Righr,as we think they were,then we 
havea plain account,how theſe came to be 
thus mention'd in the Form of Baptiſm, 
viz. that theſe three diſtin:t Subfiſtences 
in the Divine Eſſence, were not now to be 
kept up as a fecret Myſtery from the 
World; but that the Chriſtian Church was 
to be formed upon the Belief of it. 

2. They bring ſeveral places of Scri- 
pture, where God and his Creatures are 
joyned, without any Note of diſtinition or 
Superiority ; as, The people feared the Lord, 
and Samue!), 1 Sam. 12: 18. They worſhip- 
ped the Lord, and the King, 1 Chron. 29. 
20, 1 charge thee before God the Lord Fe- 
ſus Chriſt, and his elett Angels, 1 Tim, 5, 
21, The Spirit and the Bride ſay come, 
Revel. 22. 17. 

But can any Man of Senſe imagine, 
theſe places contain a Parallel with a 
Form of Words, wherein men are entred 
into the Profeſſion of a new R:ligion, and 
by which they were to be diſtinguiſhed 
from all other Religions? In the tormer 
places, the Circumſtances were ſo noto- 
| rious 
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rious as to God, and the Civil Magiſtrate, 
that it ſhews no more than that the ſame 
external Ads may be uſed to both, but 
with ſuch a different Intention as all men 
underſtood it. Whar if S. Paul name the 
eleft Angels in a folemn Obte®arion to 
Timothy, together with God, and the Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt > What can this prove, but 
that we may call God and his Creatures 
to be Witneſſes together of the ſame 
thing? And ſo Heaven and Earth are 
calied to bear Wirnels againſt obſtinate 
Sinners : May men theretore be baptized 
in the name of God and hrs Creatures ? 
The Spirit and Bride may ſay come with: 
out any Incongruity ; but it would have 
b% Uh. been ſtrange indeed, if they had faid, 
Tf VE Come be baptized in the Name of the Spi- 
» het 94 rit and the Bride. So that theſe Inſtan- 
ces are very remote from the purpoſe, 
But they fay farther, That the ancients 
/ of the firſt Four hundred years do not init 
' on this place, to prove the Divinity or Per- 
' ſonality of the Son or Spirit, As to the 
firſt Three hundred years, Thave given an 
account already ; and as to the Fourth 
Century, I could not have thought, that 
they would have mention'd it : fince 
there is ſcarce a Father of the Church in 
that time, who had occaſion to do it, but 
makes 
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the Dofrine of the Trinity. 221 


makes uſe of the Argument from this place 
to prove the Divinity and Perſonality of 
the Son and Spirit. 

Athanaſius fauth, That Chriſt founded ,q, xo. 
his Church on the Dottrine of the Trinity ad Serapi- 
contained in theſe Words ; and if the Foly T6# "+ 
Ghoſt had been of a different Nature, from Ad Serap. 
the Father and Son, he would never have _ Fo 
been joyned with them in a Form of Bap- —_ ; 
tiſm , no more than an Angel, or any other 
Creature. For the Trinity muſt be Eter- 
nal and Indivifible, which it could not be, 
if any created Being were init, and there- 
fore he diſputes againſt the Arian Bap- Or. 3. c. 
tiſm, although performed with the ſame —_ 
Words, becauſe they joyned God and a * 
Creature together in Bapiiſm. To the 
ſame purpole argue Didymus, Gregory Na- 
zianzen, S. Baſil and others, within the 
Compaſs of tour hundred years, whoſe Peravius 
Teſtimonies are produced by Petavius ; FW: . 
to whom I refer the Reader, if he hath © * © 
a mind to be ſatisfied in fo clear a Point, 
that I cannot but think our ©nztari- 
ans never intended to take in the Fathers 
afrer the Council of Nzce, who are ſo ex- 
preſsly againſt them ; and therefore I paſs 
it over as a ſlip. 

4. They objec, That the Form of Bap- nip. of the 
tiſm implies no more, than being admitted Unitas. 
into #35: 
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into that Religion which proceeds from God 
the Father, and deliver d by his Son, and 
confirmed by the Teſtimony of the Holy 
Ghoſt, So much we grant is implied, but 
the Queſtion ſtill remains, whether the 
Son and Holy Ghoſt are here to be confi- 
der'd only in order to their Operations, or 
whether the Perſons of the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt, from whom thoſe Effects came, are 
not here chiefly intended 2 For if no 
more had been meant, but theſe Effecs, 
then the right Form of Admiſſion had nor 
been, into the Name of Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt ; but in the Name of the Father 
alone, as Revealing himſelt by his Sox, and 
Confirming it by the miraculous Works of 
the Holy Ghoſt, For theſe are only ſub- 
ſervient Adts to the deſign of God the Fa- 
ther, as the only ſubſiſting Perſon. 

5. They tell us, That 2t is in vain, not 
to ſay ridiculouſly pretended, that a Per- 
ſon or Thing is God becauſe we are baptized 
into it ; for ſome were baptized into Moſes, 
and others into John's Baptiſm , and ſo 
Moſes and John Baptiſt would be Gods ; and 
to be baptized into a Perſon or Perſons, and 
in the name of ſuch a Ferſon is the ſame 
thing. Grant this ; yet there is a great 
diflerence between being baptized in the 
name of a Miniſter of Baptiſm, and of the 
Author 
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Author of a Religion, into which they are 
baptized. The Ifraclitcs were baptized 
unto Moſes ; but how 2 The Syriac and 
Arabic Verftons render it per Moſen ; and 


ſo S. Auguſtin reads it. And this ſeems ps or 


to be the molt natural ſenſe of tize Word, 
dc, being put for 9\z as it is, A. 7. 53. 
compared with Gal. 3. 19. And the force 
of the Apoſtle's Argument, doth not lic 
in the Parallel between being baptized in- 
to Moſes, and into Chriſt ; but in the Pri- 
vileges they had under the Miniftery of 
Moſes with thoſe which Chriſtians en- 
joyed. The other place implics no more, 
than being enter'd into that Profeſlion , 
which John baptized his Diſciples into, 
But doth any one imagine, that becauſe 
Jobs Baptiſt did enter his Diſciples by 
Baptiſm, therefore they muſt believe him 
to be God ? I know none that lay the 
force of the Argument upon any thing 
parallel to.thoſe Places, But it depends 
upon laying the Circumſtances together. 
Here was a new Religion to be taught 
mankind, and they were to be entred in- 
to it, not by a bare verbal Profeſſion, bur 
by a folemn Rite of Baptiſm ; and this 
Baptiſm is declar'd to be in the Name of 
the Father, Son and Holy Gheſt : which 
cannot be underitood of rheir —_— 
an 


- - au” _ an Ps —_— 4 > — »——» 


g 
| 
: 
| 
' 


r—_— 


SIC35 


" Re oe 


i —_ — - 
: —_ 44 2 "vo 
: - > <- ba + » 5 Sor s 
_—_— _ MP 
> - < ” . »* 
6 - - - . : 
wo ©. - —_ h —_—_— 
- __ 
$ o 
ha _ dow ; 4 ——» 4 
DT TN 


WW SZ 


C32 
- 
._ 


ll ere ee 


_ 


2 1” 


Cm 


<= 


©4442, I. > "Ib ac; 
- _ — 


+ - ==> <= ec" 
£1 


Anſw. to 
Dy. Bull, 


Pp. 17. 


A Vindication of 


and therefore muſt relate to that Faith, 
which they were baptized into, which 
was concerning the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt. And ſo the Chriſtian Church uv;- 
derſtood it, from the beginning, as I have 
proved in the foregoing Diſcourle. 

And from hence came the Inilrution 
of Catechumens, who were to be baptized 
about the Trinity ; and the firſt Creed; 
which related only to them, as I have 
already obſerved. And ſo much our nz 
tarians grant in one of their lateſt Pam- 
phlets, that a Creed was an Inſtitution, or 
Inftruftion what we are to believe in the 
main, and fundamental Articles, eſpecially 
concerning the Perſons of Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt. But they contend, That the 
Creed which bears the Name of the Aps- 
fſeles, was the Original Creed framed by the 
Apoſtles themſelves, becauſe they ſuppoſe 
this Creed doth not aſſert the Son and FH 
ly Gheſt, to be Eternal and Divine Perſons, 
and therefore they conclude, that the Ma- 
kers of this Creed, either did not know, that 
any other Perſon but the Father is God, or 
Almighty, or Maker of Heaven and Earth, 
or they have negligently, or wickedly con- 
cealed it. 

This is a matter ſo neceſſary to be 
clear'd, that I ſhall examine theſe two 
things 
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things before I put an end to this Dif- 
courle. 

1. What Proofs they bring that this 
Creed was framed by the Apoliles. 

2. What Evidence they produce, that 
this Creed excludes the Divinity of rhe 
Son and Holy Ghoſt. 

1. Asto the Proofs they bring, that 
this Creed was framed by the Apolles. 
We believe the Creed to be Apoſtolical in 
the true Senſe of it ; but that it was fo 
in that Frame of Words, and Enumerati- 
on of Articles, as it 15 now receiv'd, hath 
been called in queſtion by ſome Criticks 
of great Judgment and Learning, whom 
{havealready mentioned. Eraſmus ſaith 
He doth not queſtion the Articles being A- 


poſtolical ; but whether the Apoſtles put it rif. Tilt, 


thus into Writing, And his chief Argu» 
ment is from the Yariety of the Ancient 
Creeds ; of which no Account can be 
given ſo probable, as that they were 
added Occa/tonally in oppolition to a grow- 
ing Hereſie. As for Inflance, the Word 
Impaſſible was inſerted with Relpe&t to the 
Father in the ancient Eaſtern Creed, as 
oainſt the DoEtrine of Sabe/ias ; bur it 
was not in the old Weſtern Creed. And 
he argues, That the Apoſtolical Creed end- 
ed with the Holy Ghoſt; becauſe the 

Nicene- 
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Nicene Creed did ſo. And Yoſſes thinks 


the other Articles which are in Cyril, 
were added atter the Nicene C ouncil , 
which would not have omitted them, if 
they had been in the former Creed. And 
when there were ſo many Creeds made 
afterwards, it is obſervable, that they do 
all end with the Arricle of the Holy Ghoſt ; 
which they would never have done, in 
fo jealous a time about Creeds, if they 
had left out any Articles of what was 
then receiv'd for the Apoſtolical Creed. 

The firſt Creed after the Nicene, which 
made great noiſe in the World, was that 
framed at Antioch; and that Creed not 
only ends with the Article of the Holy 
Gh«fſt ; but mentions the Form of Bap- 
tiſm; and our Saviours commanding his 
Apoſtles to baptize in the Nane of the 
Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; as the Foun- 
dation of the Creed. For it hereby ap- 
pears, that the Father is true Father, and 
the Son true Sou, and the Holy Ghoſt truz 
Holy Ghoſt ; nor bare Names, but ſuch a 
zmport three diſtintt Subſiſtences. 

For Hilary obſerves, That this Council 
chiefly intended to overthrowSabe/iauiſm, 
and therefore aflertcd ires Subjiſtentium 
Perſonas as Hilary interprers their mean- 
ing,and ſodoth Epiphanius; which was to 

remove 
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remove the Suſpition, that they aſſerted 
only triplicis vocabuli Unionem ; as Fi- 
lary ſpeaks. The next Creed is of the 
Faitern Biſhops at Sardica, and that ends 
with tbe Holy Gho/t, and fo do both the 
Creeds at Sirmium 5 and the latrer call; 
the Article of the Trinity, the cloſe of our 
Faith ; which is always to be kept ac- 


cording to our Saviour's command, Go Clauſuls 


teach all Nations, baptizing them in the 
Name of the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt. 


So that in all theſe Creeds, about which «ex MSS. 


there was ſo much heat in the Chriſtian 
Church, there wasnot the leaſt Objefion, 
that any Articies of the Apoſtolical Creed 
were omitted, Ir is no Argument, That 
there was then no conteſt about theſe Ar- 
ticles; for they were bound to give inan 
entire Crezd ; and fo the Council of An- 
tioch declares, that they would publiſh 
the Confeſſion of the Faith of the Church - 
and how could this be, it they leſt out 
ſuch Articles which had been always re» 
cetv d from rhe Apoliles times 2 But cer» 
tainly our Unitarians would not attack; 
fuch Men, as Eraſmus, and Yoſins in a 
matter relating to Antiquity, it they had 
not ſome good Arguments on thetr (ice, 
Their iir{t buſineſs,is to ſhew,that ſome of 
Voſius his on are not conclufive; 

2 fach 
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Voll de Nijcene Creed did ſo. And Yoſſies thinks 


= the other Articles which are in Cyril, 
Diflert. 1. were added after the Nicene C ouncil , 
Se. 47- which would not have omitted them, if 
they had been in the former Creed. And 
when there were ſo many Creeds made 
afterwards, it is obſervable, that they do 
all end with the Arricle of the Holy Ghoſt ; 
which thev would never have done, in 
fo jealous a time about Creeds, if they 
had left out any Articles of what was 

then receiv'd for the Apoſtolical Creed. 
The firſt Creed after the Nicene, which 
| made great noiſe in the World, was that 
_ de framed at Antioch; and that Creed not 
ynod. p. 's - 7 
1169. only ends with the Article of the Holy 
Gh«ſt ; but mentions the Form of Bap- 
tiſm; and our Saviours commanding his 
Apoſtles to baptize in the Nane of the 
Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt ; as the Foun- 
dation of the Creed. For z#t hereby ap- 
pears, that the Father us true Father, and 
the Son true Sou, and the Holy Ghoſt tru: 
Holy Ghoſt ; nor bare Names, but ſuch a 

zmaport three diſtintt Subfiſtences. 

For Hilary obſerves, That this Council 
"IP chiefly intended to overthrowSabe/taniſm, 
_—_— and therefore aflerted res Subjiſtentium 
73. u. 17. Perſonas as Hilary interprers their mean- 
ing,and ſodoth Epiphanius; which was to 
remove 
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remove the Suſpition, that they aſſerted 
only triplicis vocabuli Unionem ; as Fi- 
lary ſpeaks. The next Creed is of the 
Faitern Biſhops at Sardica, and that ends 
with the Holy Ghoſt, and fo do both the 
Creeds at Sirmium + and the latrer call; 
the Article of the Trinity, the cloſe of our 
Faith ; which is always to be kept ac- 


cording to our Saviour's command, Go Clauſuls 


teach all Nations, baptizing them in the 
Name of the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt. 


So that in all theſe Creeds, about which <x MSS. 


there was ſo much heat in the Chriſtian 
Church, there wasnot the leaſt Objeion, 
that any Articies of the Apoſtolical Creed 
were omitted, Ir is no Argument, That 
there was then no contelt about theſe Ar- 
ticles ; for they were bound to give inan 
entire Crezd ; and fo the Council of A4»- 
tzoch declares, that they would publiſh 
the Confeſſion of the Faith of the Church - 
and how could this be, it they left our 
ſuch Articles which had been always re» 
ceiv d from the Apoliles times 2 But cer» 
tainly our Tnitarians would not attack 
fuch Men, as Eraſmus, and Yoſirs in a 
macter relating to Antiquity, it they had 
not ſome good Arguments on their fi-e, 
Their iir{t buſineſs,is to ſhew,that ſome of 


Voſſius his Arguments are not concluſive; 
Q, 2 fuch 
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ſuch as they are, I leave them to any one 
that will compare them with the Anfwers, 
But there are two things they lay weight 
upon. 

I. That the whole Chriſtian Church Eaſt 
and Weſt, could not have agreed in the 
ſame Creed, as to Number and Order of 
Articles, and manner of Expreſſion, if this 
Creed had not come from the ſame Perſons, 


from whom they receiv'd the Goſpel and the 


Scriptures ; Namely, from the Apoſtles and 
Preachers of Chriſtianity. 

2. That it was receiv d by a conſtant Tra- 
dition to have been the Apoſtles ; not a bare 
Oral Tradition, but the Tradition of the 
ancient Con mentators upon 2zt. 

Now theſe I confels to be as good Ar- 
guments, as the Matters will bear ; and 
{ will no longer conteſt this Point with 
them, provided, that we be allowed to 
make uſe of the ſame Arguments ; as to 
the ſecond Point ; wherein they under- 
take to prove, That -the Apoſtles Creed 
doth exclude the Divinity of the Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, What is now bccome of 
the gene ral Conſent of the Chriſtian Church, 
Faſt and Weſt 2 and of the Commentators 
pon this Creed 2 I; the Argument hold 
g00d 1n one Caſe, I hope it will be al- 
lowed to do fo in the other alio. And 
what 
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what greater Te!limony can be given of 
ſuch a Conſent of the Chriſtian Church;than 
that thoſe who oppoſed it, have been con- 
demned by it, and that the Church hath 
expreſſed her Senſe of it in Publick, and 
Private Atts of Devotion, and Divine 
Worſhip, and iave defended it as a necel- 
fary part of the Chriſtian Faith, againſt 
the Aſſaults of [rfidels and Fereticks 2 
So that although the Apoſtles Creed do 
not in expreſs words declare, The Divini- 
ty of the three Perſons in the Unity of the 
Divine Eſſence ; yet taking the Senſe of 
thoſe Articles, as the Chriſtian Church un- 
derſtood them from the Apoſtles times, 
then we have as full, and clear Evidence 
of this DoEtrine, as we have that we re- 
ceiv'd the Scriptures from them, 
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CHAP. XK. 
The Objeftions againſt the Trinity in 
Point of Reaſon anſwer d. 


[- Aving :n the foregoing Chapters en- 
# A deavour'd to clear the Doftrine of 
the Trinity from the Charge of Contra- 
dictions, and to prove it agreeable ro the 
Senſe ot Scripture, and the Primitive 
Church ; 

Inow come in the laſt place to Exa- 
m:ne the remaining Objetions, in Point 
of Reaſon ; and thoſe are, 

I. That this Doctrine is faid to be 2 
Myſtery, and therefore above Reaſon, and 
we cannot in reaſon be obliged to believe 
any ſuch thing. 

2. That if weallow any ſuch Myſteries 
of Faith as are above Reaſon, there can be 
no ſtop put to any abſurd DoCtrines, but 
they may be receiv'd on the: ſame Grounds 

1. As to this Doctrine being ſaid to be 
above Reaſon, and therefore not to be be- 
liev'd ; we muſt conſider two things; 

1. What we undcriland by Reaſor ; 

2. What ground in Reaſon there 15, 
to reject any Dodrine above it, when it 
15 propoſed as a Matter of Faith. 

I, What 


the Dodrine of the Trinity. 


1. What we underſtand by Reaſon. 1 
do not find that our Znztarzaans have cx- 
plained the Nature and Bounds of Reaſon 
in ſuch manner, as thoſe ought to have 
done, who make it the Rule and Stan- 
dard of what they are to telieve. But ſome- 
times they ſpeak of clear and diſtinit Per- 
ceptions, ſometimes of natural Ideas, ſome- 
times of congenit Notions, &c. Bur a late 
Author hath endezvour'd to make amends 
for this, and takes upon him to make this 
matter cicar; and to be ture to do fo, he 


Anſwer to 
my Sermon 
P. 4- 

Letter of 
Reſolution, 


P- 3- 


begins with telling us, That Reaſon 15 n0t Chriſtiani- 


the Soul abſtraftedly conſider d ; (no doubr 


ty not My+ 
ſterious, 


of it) but the Soul ating in a pecultar p.8, y. 


manner is Reaſon. ( And this is a vers pecu- 
liar way of explaining ir) But farther we 
are told,7t is not the Order or Report ( re- 
ſpect I ſuppoſe) which is raturally between 
all things. (But that impiies a Reaſon in 
things.) But the thoughts which the Soul 
forms of things according to it, may pro» 
perly claim that Title, 1, e. fuch thovghts 
which are agrceable to th: Reaſon of 
things are reaſonable thoughts. This is 
clear and gdiſtindt. And | pertely agree 
with him, That our own [nclinations, or the 
bare Authority of others is not Reaſon, But 
what is it ? Every one experiences in him- 
ſelf a Power, or Faculty of form ng vari- 
4 ous 
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ous Ideas, or Perceptions of things ; of affirm- 
ing, or denving according as he ſees them 
to agree or diſagree, and this is Reaſon in 
General It is not the bare receiviy 
Ideas into the Mind, that is ſtriitly Reaſon, 
(who ever thought it was?) but the Per- 
ception of the Agreement, or Diſagreement 
of our Ideas ina greater or leſſer Number, 
wherein ſoever this Agreement or Diſa- 
greement may conſiſt. If the Perception be 
zmmediate without the Aſſiſtance of any 0- 
ther Idea, this is not cal”d Reaſon, but 
Self-Evidence : but when the mind makes 
uſe of intermediate Ideas to diſcover that 
Agreement or Diſagreement, this method 
of Knowledge is properly call'd Reaſon or 
Demonſtration. And ſo Reaſon is defined 
to be that Faculty of the Soul, which dif- 
covers the certainty of any thing dubious, 
or obſcure by comparing it with ſomething 
evidently known. 

This is ofter'd to the World, as an Ac- 
count of Reaſon ; but to ſhew how very 
looſe, and unſatis/aftory it is, I defire it 
may be conlider'd, that this DoQtrine ſup- 
poſes, that we muſt have clear and di- 
ſtint Ideas of whatever we pretend to a- 
ny certainty of in our Minds, and that 
the only Way to attain this certainty, 15 
by comparing theſe /deas together. Which 
__— 4 5 | excludes 
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excludes all certainty of Faith or Reaſon, 
where we cannot have ſuch clear and di- 
ſtint Ideas. But if there are many things 
of which we may be certain, and 1ctcan 
have no clear and diſtin [deas of them; 
if thoſe /deas we have, are too imperfect 
and obſcure to form our Judgments by ; 
if we cannot find out ſufficient interme- 
diate Ideas ; then this cannot be the Means 
of Certainty, or the Foundation of Reaſon. 

But 1 ſhall keep toour preſent Subject ; 
and our certainty of it in Point of Rea- 
ſon, depends upon our Knowledge of the 
the Nature of Subſtance, and Perſon and 
the Di/tinfion between them : but if we 
can have no ſuch clear /deas in our Minds 
concerning theſe things, as are required 
from Senſation, or Reflefion ; then, either 
we have no uſe of Reaſon about them, or 
it is in ſufficient to paſs any Judgment 
concerning them, 

x. I begin with the Notion of S#b- 
flance. And I have great Reaſon to begin 
with it; for, according to this Man's Prin- 
ciples there can beno certainty of Reaſon 
at all about it. And ſo our new Way of 
Reaſon is advanced to very good Purpole. 
For we may talk and diſpute about Sub- 
ſtance, as long as we pleaſe, but, if his 
Principles of Reaſon be true, we can come 
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to no certainty ; fince we can have no 
clear Idea in our Minds concerning it, as 
will appear from his own Words ; and 
the method he proceeds 1n. 

(+1.) He faith, That the Mind receives 
in Ideas two ways. 1. By Intermiſſion of 
the Senſes, as Colours, Figures, Sounds, 
Smells, &c. 2. By the Souls conſidering 
its own Operations about what it thus gets 
from without, as knowing, doubting, affirm 
ing, denying, &c. 

(2.) That theſe ſimple and diſtinit Ideas, 
thus laid up in the great Repoſitory of the 
Underſtanding,are the ſole matter and Foun- 
dation of all our Reaſoning. 

Then it follows, That we can have no 
Foundation of Reaſoning, where there can 
can be no ſuch /deas from Senſation, or 
Reflection. 

Now this is the Cafe of Subſtance ; it 
is not intromitted by the Senſes, nor de- 
pends upon the Operations of the Mind ; 
and fo it cannot be within the compaſs 
of our Reaſon. And therefore I do not 
wonder, that the Gentlemen of this new 
way of reaſoning, have almoſt diſcarded 
Subſtance out of the reaſonable part of the 
World. For they not only tell us. 7hat 
we can have no Idea of it by Senſation or 
Reflettion ; but that nothing is frgnified Ly 

t, 


the Dofrine of the Trinity, 


it, only an uncertain Suppoſition of we know 
not what. And therefore it is parallel'd, 


more than once, with the 1ndian Philo. £76 13: 
ſophers, Fe knew not rzhat ; which ſuppor- hs 
ted the Tortoiic, that ſupported the Elc- Chap. 23. 
phanr, that ſupported the Farth ; ſo Sub- 1 * 


ſtance was found our only to ſupport Acci- 
dents. And, that when we talk of Sub- 
ſtances we talk like Children,who being a'k'd 
a Queſtion, about ſomewhat which they know 
not, readily give this ſatisfaftory Anſwer, 
that it is Something. 

If this be the truth of the Caſe, we 
muſt till zalk like Children, and 1 know 
not how it can be remedied. For, it we 
cannot come at a rational Idea of Sub- 
ſtance, we can have no Principle of cer- 
tainty to go upon in this Debate. 

I do nor fay, that we can have a clear 
Idea of Subſtance, either by Senſation or 
Refleftion ; but trom hence I argue, that 
this is a very inſufficient Diſtribution of 
the 1deas neceſſary to Reaſon. For be- 
ſides theſe, there muſt be ſome general 
Ideas, which the mind doth form, not 
by meer comparing thoſe Ideas it has got 
from Senſe or Refleition; but by forming 
diſtin general Notions, of things from 
particular /deas. And among theſe ge- 
ral Notions, or rational /deas , Sub- 
ſtance 
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fance is one of the firſt; becauſe we find 
that we can have no true Conceptions of 
any Modes or Accidents(go matter which) 
but we muſt conceive a Subratum,or Sub- 
jet wherein they are. Since it is a Repug- 
nancy to our firſt Conceptions of things, 
thar Modes or Accidents ſhould fubſiſt by 
themſelves,and therefore the Rational Idea 
of Subſtance is one of the firſt, and moſt n1- 
tural /deas in our minds. 
But we are ſtill told, That our Ynder- 
ſtanding can have no other Ideas, But ei- 
> gy '* ther from Senſation or Reflettion. And that, 
"herein chiefly lies the Excellency of man- 
kind, above Brutes, that theſe cannot ab- 
ftratt, and inlarge their Ideas as men db. 
But how comes the general Idea of Sub. 
ſtance, to be framed in our Minds 2 [s 
this by Abſtratting and inlarging ſimple 
Ideas 2 No, but it is by a Complication of 
many ſimple Ideas together : becauſe not 
L 2.ch.23. imagining how theſe ſimple Ideas can ſub- 
ſet. 1. fiſt by themſelves, we accuſtom our ſelves to 
ſuppoſe ſome Subſtratum wherein they do 
ſubþiſt, and from which they do reſult, which 
therefore we call Subſtance. And is this 
all indeed, that is to be faid for the be- 
ing of Sub/tance, that we accuſtom our ſelves 
to ſuppoſe a Subſtratum? Is that Cuſtom 
grounded upon true Reaſon or not ? It not, 
| then 


_> > @ a ti, wm, wa. He ts. tn ws. a > fic A £©a— = ob os 


«a... 6. © a mw tw £© uw 


the DoFrine of the Trinity. 


then Accidents or Modes, muſt ſubſiſt of 
themſelves, and theſe fimple Ideas need 
no Tortoiſe to ſupport them : For Figures 
and Colours, &c. would do well enough 
of themſelves, but for ſome Fancies mer 
have accuſtomed themſelves to. If it be 
grounded on plain and evident Reaſon, 
then we muſt allow an /dea of Subſtance, 
which comes not in by Senſation or Re- 
fletion ; and ſo we may be certain of 
ſome things which we have not by thoſe 
Ideas, 

The 1dea of Subſtance, we are told a- 
gain, 2s nothing but the ſuppoſed, but un- 
known fupport of thoſe (Qualities we find exi- 
ſting which we imagine cannot ſubſiſt, ſine re 
ſubſtante,which according to the true import 
of the word, is in plain Engliſh, ſtanding un- 
der, or upholding. But very little weight is 
to be laid upon a bare Grammatical Ety- 
mology, when the word is uſed in ano- 
ther ſenſe by the beſt Authors, ſuch as 
Cicero and Quintilian, who take Subſtance 


we 


for the fame with Eſſence; as YVala hath Valla Di- 


proved ; and fo the Greek word imports ; 
but Boethius in tranſlating Ariſtotle's Pre- 
dicaments, rather choſe the word Subſtance 
as more proper, to <xpreis a Compound 
Being, and reicrved Eſſence, for what was 
more fimple and immaterial. And in 
tliis 


{ 


Fn. 6. 


put. Dial. 
c. 6 
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this Senſe, Subſtance was not applied to 
God but only Eſſence, as S. Auguſtine ob« 
ſerves, | but afterwards, the names of Sub. 
ſtance, and Eſſence were promiſcuoully 
uſed, with reſpet to God and his Crea- 
tures. And doimply, that which makes 
the Real Being , as diflinguiſhed from 
Modes and Properties. And fo the Sub- 
ſtance, and Eſſence of a Man are the ſame; 
not being taken for the individual Sub- 
ſtance, which cannot be underilood with- 
out particular Modes and Properties ; but 
the general Subſtance, or Nature of Man 
abſtraQly from all the Circumſtances of 
Perſons. 

And I defire to know, whether accor- 
ding to true Reaſon, that be not a clear 
Idea of a Man ; not of Peter, James or 
John, but of a Man as ſuch. This is not 
2 meer «niverſal Name, or Mark, or Sign; 


but there is as clear and diſtin&t a Con- 


ception of this in our Minds, as we can 
have from any ſuch fimple Ideas, as are 
convey'd by our Senſes. I do not deny 
that the Diſtintion of particular Sub- 
flances, is by the ſeveral Modes and Pro- 
perties of them, {which rhey may call a 
Complication of ſimple Ideas it they pleaſe) 
bur I do aſſert, that the general 1dea, 
which relates to the Eſſexce without theſe 
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is ſo juſt, and true an /dea, that without 
it the Complication of ſimple Ideas, will 
never give us a right Notion of it. 

1 muſt do that Right to the ingenious 
Author of the Eſſay of humane Vi derſtan« 
ding (from whence theſe Notions are bor- 
rowed to ſerve other Purpoſes than he 
intended them) that he makes the Caſe 
of Spiritual, and Corporeal Subſtances to be 
alike, as to their /dea's, and that we have 
as clear a Notion of a Spirit, as we have of 
a Body, the one being ſuppoſed to be the 


239 


Chap. 23. 


Subſtratum to thoſe rmple Ideas we have |:3. ;. 


from without,and the other of thoſe Opera- 
tions we find within our ſelves. And that 
it is as rational to affirm, there is no Body, 
becauſe we cannot know its Eſſence, as 'tis 
called, or have no Idea of the Subſtance of 
Matter ; as to ſay, there is no Spirit, be- 
cauſe we know not its Eſſence, or have no 
Idea of a Spiritual Subſtance. 

From hence it follows, That we may 
be certain, that there are both Spiritual 
and Bodily Subſtances, a\though we can 
have no clear and diſtin Ideas of them.Burt, 
if our Reaſon depend upon our clear and di- 
ſtint Ided's ; how isthis poſſible? We can- 
not reaſon without c/ear 7dea s, and yer we 
may be certain withour them: Can we 
te certain without Reaſon 2 Or doth cur 

Reaſon 
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Reaſon give us true Notions of things, 
without rheſe /dea's 2 If it be fo, thisnew 
Hypotheſis about Reaſon muſt appear to 
be very unreaſonable. | 


Let us ſuppole this Principle to be true 
That the ſimple Ideas by Senſation or Re- 
fletion, are the ſole Matter and Founda- 
tion of all our Reaſoning : I ask then, how 
we come to be certain, that there are Spi- 
ritual Subſtances in the World, ſince we 
can have no clear and diſtinit Ideas con- 
ccrning them ? Can we be certain with- 
out any Foundation of Reaſon 2 This is a 
new ſort of Certainty, for which we do 
not envy theſe Pretenders to Keaſon. But 
methinks, they ſhould not at the ſame 
time aſſert the abſolute neceſſity of theſe 
Ideas to our knowledge, and declare that 
we may .have certain Knowledge without 
them. It there be any other method, 
they overthrow their own Principle; if 
there be none, how come they to any 
Certainty, that there are both Bodily and 
Spiritual Subſtances 2 

As to theſe latter (which is my buſi- 
neſs) I muſt enquire farther, how they 
come to know that there are ſuch. The 
Anſwer is by Self-Refletion,on thoſe Powers 
we find in our ſelves, which cannot come 
from a mere Bodily Subtance. I allow 
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he Reaſon to be very good, but the 
Queſtion I ask is, whether this Argument 
be from the clear and diſtinft Idea or not ? 
We have Ideas in our ſelves of the ſeveral 
Operations of our Minds of Knowing, Wil- 
ling, Conſidering, &c. which cannot come 
from a Bodily Subſtance. Very true ; but 
is all this contained in the {mple Idea of 
theſe Operations 2 How can that be, when 
the ſame Perſons {ay, that notwithſtand- 
ing tlieir /deas it is poſſible for Matter to 
Think. For it is faid, That we have the Humane 
Ideas of Matter and Thinking, but poſſibly 7" 
ſball never be able to know, whether any * © 
mere material Being thinks or not ; it being $8.6. +4. 
impoſſible for us by the Contemplation of our £9. 2.310 
own Ideas, without Revelation to diſcover 
whether Omnipotency hath not given to ſome 
Syſtems of Matter, fitly diſpoſed, a Power 
to perceive or think. It this be true, then 
for all that we can know by our Ideas of 
Matter and Thinking; Matter may have 
a Power of Thinking : and if this hold, 
then it is impoſſible to prove a Spiritual 
Subllance in us, from the /dea of Think- 
ing: For how can we be aſſured by our 
Ideas, that God hath not given ſuch a 
Power of Thinking, to Matter ſodifpoſed 
as our Bodies are? Eſpecially ſince it is 
laid, That in re/pett of our Notions, it is not 
R much 
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much more remote from our Comprehenſiu 
70 conceive that God can,if he.pleaſes, ſuper. 
add to cur Idea of Matter a Faculty of | 
7 hinking, than that he ſhould ſuper-add 1 
it another Subſtance, with a Faculty of Think. 
ing. Whoever aſſerts this, can neyer prove | 
a Spiritual Subſtance in us, from a Faculty 
of Thinking ; becauſe he, cannot know Þ} * 
trom the Idea of Matter and Thinking, that Y , 
Matter ſo diſpoſed cannot Think. And | 

a 

[ 


he cannot be certain that God hath not 
framed the Matter of. our Bodies, fo a 
to Le capable of it. | 

| It is ſaid indeed elſewhere, That it i 
repugnant to the Idea of Senſleſs Matter, 
that it ſhould put into it ſelf Senſe, Per-i| | 
ception and Knowledge : Burt this doth not ; 
reach the preſent Caſe; which is not what I , 
Matter can do of it ſelf, but what Matter , 
prepared by an Omnipotent hand can do. ; 
And what certainty can we have that he , 
hath not done it ? We can have none fron | 
the Ideas ; for thoſe are given up in this , 
Caſe ; and conlequently, we can have ,; 
no certainty upon theſe Principles, whe- , 
ther we haveany Spiritual Subſtance witle I ;; 
in us or not. 7 


But we are told, 7hat from the Opera: 


of 
tions of our Minds, we are able to frame 7 
the Complex Idea of a Spirit, How can ſl ,, 
that; 
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that be, when we cannot from rhoſe /deas 
be aſſured , but that thoſe Operations 
may come from a material Subſtance. If 
we frame an /dea on ſuch Grounds, it is 
at moſt but a poſſible Idea ; for it mry be 
otherwiſe ; and wecan have no Aſſurance 
from our Ideas, that it is not : So that 
the moſt men may come to in this way 
of /dea's is, That it is poſſible it may be 
ſo; and it is poſſible it may not ; but that 
it is impoſſible for us from our Ideas, to 
determine either way. And 1s not this 
an admirable Way to bring us to a cer- 
tainty of Reaſon ? 

I am very glad to find the Idea of a 
Spiritual Subſtance made as conſiſtent, and 
intelligible, as that of a Corporeal ; for as 
the one conſiſts of a Coheſron of ſolid Parts, 
and the Power of communicating Mot ion 
by impulſe, ſo the other conſiſts in a Power 
of Thinking, and Willing, and moving the 
Body; and that the Cohction of ſolid Parts, 
s as hard to be conceived as Thinking ; and 
we are as much in the dark about the Power 
of communicating Motion by impulſe, as in 
the Power of exciting Motion by thought. 
IWe have by daily experience clear Ev:dence 
of Motion produced, both by Impulſe and by 
Thought ; but the manner how, hardly comes 
within our Com|rehenſ/ton ; we are equally at 
4 loſs in both, R 2 From 
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- From: whence it follows, That we may 
be certain of the Being of a Spiritual 
Subſtance, although we have no clear and 
diſtin Idea of it, nor are able to compre- 
hend the manner of its Operations : And 
therefore - it is a vain thing in any to 
pretend , that all our Realon and Cer- 
tainty is founded on clear and diſtin& 
Ideas ; and that they have Reaſon to re- 
jet any Dcdrine which relates to Spiri- 
tual Subſtances, becauſe they cannot com- 
prehend the manner of it. For the ſame 
thing is confeſſed by the moſt inquiſitive 
Men, about the manner of Operation, 
both in matertal, and immaterial Subſtan- 
ces. Itis affirmed, That the very Notion 
of Body, implies, ſomething very hard, if 
not impoſſible to be explained, or underſtood 
by us ; and that the natural Conſequence of 
it, viz. Divifibility ; involves us in Difi- 
culties impoſſible to be explicated, or made 
conſiſtent. 1 hat we have but ſome few Su- 
perficial Ideas of things ; that we are de- 
ftitute of Faculties, to attain to the true 
Nature of them; and that when we do that, 
we fall preſently into Darkneſs and Obſcu- 
rity ; and can diſcover nothing farther, but 

our own Blindneſs and Ignorance. 
Theſe are very fair and ingenuous 
Conſetlions of the ſhortneſs of humane 
Under- 
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Underſtanding, with reſpe& to the Na- 
ture and Manner of ſuch things, which we 
are molt certain of the Being of, by con- 
ſtant and undoubted Experience. I ap- 
peal now to the Reaſon of mankind, whe- 
ther it can be any reaſonable Foundation 
for rej2:4ing a Doctrine propoſed to us, 
as of Divine Revelation, becauſe we can- 
not comprehend the manner of it ; eſpe- 


cially, when it relates to the Divine El- ;,; 
ſence. For as the ſame Author obſerves, 34, 35. 


Our Idea of God u framed from the 
Complex Ideas of thoſe Perfeitions we 
find in our ſelves, but inlarging them 
ſo, as to make them ſuitable to an in- 
finite Being, as Knowledge, Power, Durati- 


on, &Kc. And the Degrees or Extent of $3. ,6 


theſe which we aſcribe to the Soveraign Be- 
ing, are all boundleſs and infinite. For it 
is infinity, which joyned to our Ideas of 
Exiſtence, Pawer, Knowledge, &c. makes 
that Complex Idea, whereby we repreſent 
to our ſelves the beſt we can, the Supreme 
Bering, 

Now, when our Knowledge of groſs 
material Subſtances is ſo dark ; when the 
Notion of Spiritual Subſtances is above 
all Ideas of Senſation ; when the higher 
any Subſtance is, the more remote from 
our Knowledge ; but eſpecially when the 
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very 1dea of a Supreme Being implies 
irs being Infinite, and Incomprehentible, 
I know not whether it argues more Stu- 
pidity, or Arrogance to expoſe a Detrine 
relating to the Divine Eſſence, becauſe 
they cannot comprehend the manner of 
ir. But of this more a{terwards. Iam 
yct upon the Certainty of our Reaſon, 
trom clear and diſtin 7deas : and it we 
can attain to Certainty without them, and 
where it is conlefſed we cannot have 
them ; as about Subſtances: then theſe can- 
not be the ſole Matter and Foundation of 
our Reaſoning, whici) is ſo peremptorily 
aſſerted by this late Author. 

But I go yet farther : and as I have al- 
ready ſhew'd, we can have no certainty 
of an Immaterial Subſtance within us, from 
theſe /imple Ideas ; fo I ſhall now ſhew, 
that there can be no ſufficient Evidence, 
brought from them by their own Con- 
teſſion, concerning the Exiſtence of the 
moſt Spiritual and infinite Subſtance, even 
God himſelf. 

We are told, That the Evidence of it 
ws equal to Mathematical Certainty ; and 
very good Arguments are brought to 
prove it, in a Chapter on purpoſe : but 
that which I take notice of is, that the 
Argument from the clear and diſt init Idea 

0) 
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of God is paſſed over. How can this be 
conſiſtent with deducing our Certainty of 
Knowledge from clear and fimple Ideas 2 | 
do not go about to juſtifie thoſe, who /ay 
the whole ſtreſs upon that Foundation , which 
| grant to be too weak to ſupport !o im- 
portant a Truth ; and that rhoſe are verv 
much to blame, who go about to invali- 
date other Arguments for the ſake of that ; 
but I doubt all this Talk about c/2ar and 
diſtin Ideas, being made the Foundation 
of Certainty, came Originally [rom thoſe 
Diſcourſes, or Meditations , which arc 
aimed at. The Author of them was an 
ingenious, Thinking man, and he endea- 
vour'd to lay the Foundations of Certain- 
ty, as well as he could. The firſt thing 
he found any certainty 1n, was his own 
Exiſtence ; which he founded upon the 
Perception of the Ads of his Mind, which 
ſome call an Internal, infallible Perception 
that we are. From hence he proceeded, 
to enquire, how he came by this Certain- 
ty, and he reſolved it into this, thar he 
had a clear and diſtin Perception of it ; 
and from hence he formed his general 
Rule, That what he had a clear and di- 
tin Perception of was true. Winch in 
Reaſon cught to gono farther, than where 
there is the like Dzgree of Evidence : ior 
R 4 the 
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the Certaznty here, was not grounded on 
the clearneſs of the Perceptzon, but on the 
Plainnefs of the Evidence Which is of that 
Nature,that the very Do«bting of it proves 
It ; ſince it is impollible, that any thing 
ſhould doubr or quel!ion its own Being, 
that had it not, So that here it is nor 
the Clearneſs of the Idea, but an imme- 
diate Act of Perception, which is the true 
ground of Certainty. And this cannot 
extend to things withour our ſelves ; of 
which we can have no other Perception, 
than what is cauſed by the Impreſſions of 
outward Objects. Bur whether we arc 
to judge according to thoſe Impreſſions, 
doth not depend on the [deas them- 
ſelves, but upon the Exerciſe of our Judg- 
ment and Reaſon about them, which pur 
the Difference between true and falſe, and 
adequate, and inadequate Ideas. So that 
our Certainty is not from the /deas them- 
ſelves, but from the Evidence of Reaſon, 
that thoſe /deas are true, and juſt, and 
conſequently that we may build our Cer- 
tainty upon them. 

But the /dea of an infinite Being hath 
this peculiar to it, that neceſſary Exi- 
ence is implied in it. This is a clear 
and diſtin Idea, and yet it is denied, that 
this doth prove the Exiſtence of _ 
'Y ' OW 
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How then can the Grounds of our Cer- 
tainty ariſe from clear aud diſtin Ideas; 
when in one of the cleareſt Ideas of our 
Minds we can come to no Certainty by 
it? I donot ſay, That itis dented to prove 
it ; but this is ſaid, That it is a doubtful 
thing from the different make of mens Tem- 
pers and Application of their thoughts. 
What can this mean, unleſs it be to let 
us know, that even clear and diſtin Ideas, 
may loſe their Effet by the difference of 
mens Tempers and Studies ; fo that, be- 
ſides /deas, in order to a right Judgment, 
a due Temper and Application of the 
mind is required. 

And wherein is this different, from 
what all men of Underſtanding have faid ? 
Why then ſhould theſe clear and femple 
Ideas be made the ſole Foundation of Rea» 
ſon 2 One would think by this, that theſe 
Ideas would preſently fatisfie mens Minds, 
if they attended to them. But even this 
will not do, as to the /dea of an infinite 
Being. Ir is not enough to ſay, They wil 
not examine how far it will hold: for they 
ought either to ſay, that it doth hold, or 
give up. this Ground of Certainty from 
clear and diſtintt Ideas. 

But inſtead of the proper Argument 
from Ideas, we are told, That from the 
| Confide» 
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Conſideration of our ſelves, and what we 
find in our own Conſtitutions, our Reaſon 
leads us to the Knowledge of this "certain 
and evident Truth ; that there is an eter- 
nal, moſt powerful, and moſt knowing Being. 
All which I readily yield ; but we ſee 
plainly, the Certainty is not placed in 
the /dea, but in good and found Reaſon 
from the Conſideration of our ſelves and our 
Cenſtitutions, What ! in the 1dea of our 
Selves 2 No certainly ; for let our 1dea 
be taken which way we pleaſe, by Ser- 
ſation or Reflettion, yet it is not the Idea 
that makes us certain, but the Argument 
trom that which we perceive in, andabout 
our Selves, 

But we find in our ſelves Perception and 
Knowledge. It's very true ; but how doth 
this prove that there is a God ? Is it from 
the clear and diſtinit Idea of it. No, but 
from this Argument : That either there 
muſt have been a knowing Being from Eter- 
nity, or an unknowing ; for ſomething muſt 
have been from Eternity : but if an unknow- 
ing, then it was impoſſible there ever ſhould 
have been any knowledge ; it being as im- 
poſſible, that a thing without knowledge 
ſhould produce it, as that a Triangle fhould 
make t ſelf three Angles bigger than two 
right ones, Allowing the Argument tobe 
wn, good, 
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good, yet it is not taken from the Idea, 
but trom Principles of true Reaſon; as 
That no man can doubt his own Percep- 
tion ; that every thing muit havea Cauſe; 
that this Cauſe mult cither have Know- 
lecge or not: it it have, the Point isgained ; 
if it hath not, nothing can produce no- 
thing ; and conſequently, a not knowing 
Being cannot produce a knowing. 

Again, If we ſuppoſe nothing to be firſt, 
Matter can never begin to be; if bare 
Matter without Motion eternal, Morion can 
never begin to be ; if Matter and Motion 
be ſuppoſed Eternal, Thought can never be- 
gin to be. For, if Matter could produce 
thought, then Thought muſt te in the power 
of Matter; and if it be in Matter as 
ſeuch, it muſt be the inſeparable Property of 
all Matter ; which is contrary to the Senſe 
and Experience of mankind, If only ſome 
parts of Matter have a power of Thinking, 
how comes ſo great a difference in the Pro- 
perties of the ſame Matter 2 What diſpofi- 
tion of Matter is required to thinking 2 And 
from whence comes it 2 Of which ne account 
can be given in Reaſon. 

This is the Subſtanceof the Argument 
uſed, to prove an infinite ſpiritual Being, 
which I am far from weakning the force 
of ;- but that which I deſign, * is ro ſhew, 
That 
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That the Certainty of it 15 not placed up- 
on any clear and diſtinft Ideas, but upon 
the force of Reaſondiſtin& trom it, which 
was the thing 1 intended to prove. 

2. The next thing necellary to be 
clear'd in this Diſpute is, the Di/tintion 
between Nature and Perſon, and of this 
we can have no clear and diſtinit Idea from 
Senſation or Refleftion, And yet all our 
Notions of the Doctrine of the Trinity, 
depend upon the right underſtanding of 
it. For we muſt talk unintelligibly a- 
bout this Point; unleſs we have clear and 
diitin&t Apprehenſions concerning Nature 
and Perſon, and the grounds of /dentity 
and Di/tintzton. But that theſe come not 
into our Minds by theſe fmple [dew of 
Senſation and Reflettion, I thall now make 
it appear ; 

x. As to Nature, That is ſometimes 
taken for the Eſſential Property of a thing, 
as when we fay, that ſuch a thing is of 
a different Nature from another, we 
mean no more than that it is diflerenced 
by ſuch Properties as come to our Know- 
ledge. Sometimes Nature is taken for the 
Thing it ſelf in which thoſe Properties are ; 
and 10 Ariſtotle took Nature for a Corpo- 
real Subſtance, which had the Principles of 


Motion in it ſelf : but Nature and Subſtance 
are 
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are of an equal extent ; and fo that which 
is the Subjed of Powers, and Properties 
is the Nature, whether it be meant of 
Bodily or Spiritual Subſtances. 1 grant, 
that by Senſation and Reflettion we come 
to know the Powers and Properties of 
Things ; but our Reaſon is ſatisfied, that 
there muſt be ſomething beyond theſe ; 
becauſe it is impoſilible rhat they thould 
ſubſiſt by themſelves. So that the Na- 
ture of things properly belongs to our 
Reaſon, and not to meer /deas. 

But we mult yet proceed farther. For, 
Natare may be conlider'd two ways. 

1. As it 1s in diſtin Individuals, as 
the Nature of a May is equally in Peter, 
James, and Fohn; and this is the common 
Nature with a particular Subliſtence pro- 
per to each of them. For the Nature of 
man, as ia Peter,is diſtinct from that ſame 
Nature, as it is in Famesand Fohy ; other- 
wiſe, they would be but one Perſon, as 
well as have the ſame Nature. Ard this 
DiſtinRion of Perſoxs in them is diſcern- 
ed both by our Sexſes, as to their diflerent 
Accidents ; and by our Reaſon, becauſe 
they have a ſeparate Exiſtence;not coming 
into 1t at once and in the ſame manner. 

2. Nature may be conſider'd Abſtradt- 
ly, without reſpect to individual _— 

an 
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and then it makes an entire Notion of it 
ſelf, For however, the ſame Nature may 
be in difterent Individuals, yet the Nature 
in it ſelf remains one and the fame: 
which appears from this evident Reaſon ; 
that otherwiſe every Individual muſt 
make a different kind. 

Let us now ſce, how far theſe things 
can come from our fimple Ideas, by Refle- 
lion and Senſation, And I ſhall lay down 
the Hypotheſis of thoſe, who reſolve our 
Certainty into /deas, as plainly, and intelli- 
gibly, as I can. 

mace T1. We are told, That all' fimple Ideas 

Under/t. are true and adequate. Not, that they are 

_ N30, the true Repreſentations of things without 

off us ; but that they are the true Effetts of 
ſuch Powers in them, as produce ſuch Sen- 
ſations within us. So that really we can 
underſtand nothing certainly by them, 
but rhe Efetts they have upon us. 

2. All our Ideas of Subſtances are im- 
perfet and inadequate ; becauſe they re- 
fer to the real Eſſences of things, of which 
we are Inorant, and no man knows what 
Subſtance is in it ſelf * And they are all 

Cap. 32- falſe, when look'd on as the Repreſentations 
-_ of the unknown Eſſences of things. 
Book 3- 3, Abſtratt Ideas are only general Names, 


Chap. 3* . : : | 
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and place, &c. from them, which are only 
the Inventions, and Creatures of the Un- 
derſtanding. 


4. Eſſence may be taken two ways, x. For 


the real, internal, unknown Conſtitutions of WÞ- /-5.15- 


things, and in this Senſe it is underſtood as 

to particular things. 2. For the abſtrat 

Idea, and one is ſaid to be the Nominal, 

the other the Real Efſence. And the Nomi- , . 
nal Eſſences only are immutable ; and are \... ” 
helps to enable Men to confider things, 
and to diſcourſe of them. 

But twothings are granted, which tend 
to clear this Matter. 

1. That there is a Real Eſſence, which 
is.the Foundation of Powers and Proper- 
mes. 

2. That we may know theſe Powersand 
Properties, although we are 1gnorant of 
of the Real Eſſence. 

From whence I inferr. 

x. That from thoſe-true and adequate 
Ideas, which we have of the Modes and 
Properties of Things, we have ſufficient 
certainty of the Real Eſſence of them: 
For theſe /deas are allowd to be true; 
and either by them we may judge of the 
truth of things ; or we can make no 
Judgment at all of any thing without our 
ſelves. " 
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If our /dex be only the Effects we feel 
of the Powers of things without us; yet 
our Reaſon mult be fatisfied, that there 
could be. no ſuch Powers,. unleſs there 
were {ome real Beings which had them. 
So that either we may be certain by thoſe 
Effects of the real Being of Things; or 
it is not poſlible, as we are framed, to 
have any . certainty at all of any thing 
without our ſelves. 

2, That from the Powers and Proper- 
ties of things which are knowable by us, 
we may know as much of the internal 
Eſſence of Things, as thoſe Powers and 
Properties diſcover. I do not ſay, That 
we can know all Effences of things alike ; 


nor that we can attain to a perfect un-. 


derſtanding of all that belong to them : 
but if we can know ſo much, as that there 
are certain Beings in the World, endued 
with ſuch diſtinct Powers and Properties, 
what is it we complain of the want of, 
in order to our Certainty of Things ? But 
we do not ſee the bare Eſſence of things. 
What is that bare Eſſence without the 
Powers and Properties belonging to it ? 
It is that internal Conſtitution of things 
from whence thoſe Powers and Properties 
flow, Suppoſe we be ignorant of this (as 
we are like to be, for any m_ 

that 
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that have been yet made, that is a good 
Argument to prove the uncertainty of 
Philoſophical Speculations about the Real 
Eſſences of things ; but it is no prejudice 
to us, who enquire after the Certainty of 
ſuch Eſſences. For although we cannot 
comprehend the internal Frame, or Cons 
ftitution of things, nor in what manner 
they do flow trom the Subſtince ; yer by 
them we certainly know that there are 
ſuch Eſſences, and that they are diſtin» 
guiſhed trom each other by their Powers 
and Propertres. 

3. The Eſſences of thin:s as they ate 
knowable by us, have a Reality in them : 
For they are founded on the natural Con- 
ftitution of things. And however the ab- 
ftra# Iders are the work of the Mind ; 
yet they are not meer Creatures of the 
Mind ; as appears by an inſtance produ- 
ced of the Eſſence of the Sun, being in one 
fingle Individual 3; in which Cale it IS. 
granted, That the Idea may be ſo abſtratt- Chap 


ed, that more Suns might agree in it, and Se. 1. 


it is as much a Sort as if there were as mas 
ny Suns as there are Stars. So that here 
we have a Real Eſſence (ublilting in one 
Individual, but capable of being multi- 
plied into more, and the ſame Effence re» 
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Real Eſſence, and not a meer Nominal or 
abſtratted Eſſence: but ſuppoſe there were 
more Suns ; would not each of them have 
the Real Eſſence of the Sun 2 For what is 
it makes the ſecond Sun to be a true 


Sun, but having the ſame Real Eſſence 


with the firſt 2 If it were but a Nominal 
Eſſence, then the ſecond would have no- 
thing but the Name. 

Thercfore there muſt be a Real Eſſence 
in every individual of the ſame kind; 
for that alone is it, which makes it to be 
what it is. Peter, and James, and Fohy, 
are all true and real Men ; but what is 
it which makes them ſo? Is it the attri- 
buting a general Name to them ? No cer- 
tainly,bur that the true and Real Eſſence of 
a Man is in every one of them. And we 
muſt be as certain of this, as we are that 
they are Men; they take their Denomi- 
nation of being Men from that commcn 
Nature, or Eſſence which is in them. 

4- That the general Idea is not made 
ſrom the ſimple /deas by the meer Adt of 
the Mind abſtratting trom Circumſtan- 
ces, but from Reaſon and Conſideration 
of the true Nature of Things. For, when 
we ſee ſo many 1#dividuals, that have the 
lame Powers and Properties, we thence 
infer, that there muſt be ſomething com- 

mon 
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mon to all, which makes them of oze 
kind : and if the difference of Kinds be 
real, that which makes them of one kind 
and not of another, muſt not be a Nominal, 
but Real Eſſence, And this difference 
doth not depend upon the complex Ideas 
of Sabſtance , whereby Men arbitrarily 
joyn Modes together in their Minds ; for 
let them miſtake in the Complication of 
their 1deas, either in leaving out, or put- 
ting in what doth not belong to them, and 
let their Ideas be what they pleaſe ; the 
Real Eſſence of a Man, and a Horſe, and a 
Tree, are jult what they were : and let 
their Nominal Eſſences difler never fo much, 
the Real common Eſſence, or Nature of the 
ſeveral Kinds are not at all alter'd by them. 
And theſe Real Eſſences are unchangea- 
ble : For, however there may happen 
ſome variety in Individuals, by particu- 
lar Accidents, yet the Eſſences of Men, 
and Horſes, and Trees remain always the 
ſame ; becauſe they do not depend on the 
Ideas of Men, but on the Will of the 
Creator, who hath made ſeveral ſorts of 

Beings. | 
2. Let us how come to the 1dea of a 
Perſon. For, although the common Na- 
ture in mankind be the ſame, yet we ſee 
a diflerence in the ſeveral Individuals from 
I 4 ons 
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one another : So that Peter and James, 
and Fohn are all of the ſame kind; yer 
Peter is not James, and Fames is not 
Fohn. But what is this Diſtintion found- 


ed upon? They may be diſtinguiſhed 


from each other by our Senſes, as to dit- 
ference of Features, diſtance of Place, &c. 
but that is not all ;. for ſuppoſing there 
were no ſuch external difference ; yet 
there is a difference between them, as ſe- 
veral Individuals in the ſame common 
Nature. And here lies the true [dea of a 
Perſon, which ariſes from that manner of 
Subhiſtence which is in one Individual, and 
is not Communicable to another. An: /x- 
dividual, intelligent Subſtance, is rather ſup- 
poſed to the making of a Perſon, than the 
proper Definition of it ;- for a Perſon re- 
lates to ſomething which doth diſtinguiſh 
it from another [nte/igenr Subſtance in 
the ſame Natere; and therefore the Foun- 
dation of it lies in the peculiar manner 
of Subfiſtence, which agrees to one, and 
to none elſe of the Kind ; and this is it 


- which is called Perſonality. 


But how do our /rmple 1deas help us 
out in this Matter 2 Can we learn from 
them,the difference of Nature and Perſon? 
We may underitand the difference be- 
tween abſtrafted Ideas, and particular Bc- 

. ings, 
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ings, by the Impreſſions of outward Ob- 
jects; and we may find an Zntelligent 
Subſtance in our elves by inward Percep- 
tion; tut whether that make a Perſon or 
not, muſt be underſtood ſome other Way ; 
for, if the meer Intelligent Subſtance 
makes a Perſon , then there cannot be 
the Union of two Natures, but there muſt 
be two Perſons. 

Therefore a Perſon is a compleat Intel- 
ligent Subſtance, with a peculiar manner 
of Subſiſtence ; ſo that if it be a part of 
another Subitance, it is no Perſon ; and 
on this account the Soul is no Perſon, be- 
cauſe it makes up an entire Being by its 
Union with the Body. 

But when we ſpeak of Finite Sub/?an- 
ces and Perſons, we are certain that di- 
ſtin& Perſons do imply diſtin Sub» 
ſtances, becauſe they have a diſtin and 
ſeparate Exiſtence ; but this will not hold 
in an infinite Subſtance, where neceſla- 
ry Exiſtence doth belong to the 7dea of 
it: And although the Argument from 
the 1dea of God, may not be ſufficient of 
it ſelf to prove his Being; yet it will hold 
as to the excluding any thing from him, 
which is inconſiſtent with xeceſſary Ext- 
fence ; therefore, if we ſuppoſe a Diſtin- 
Rion of Perſons in the ſame Divine Na- 
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ture, it muſt be in a wav agreeable to 
the infinite Perfections of it. And no 
objection can be taken from the 1dea of 
God, to overthrow a 7rivity of Co-ext- 
ſting Perſons 1n the ſame Divine Eſſence. 
For neceſſary Exiſtence doth imply a Co- 
exiſtence of the Divine Perſons ; and the 
Unity ofthe Divine Eſſence,that there can- 
not be ſuch a difference of z»d7vidual Sub- 
ſtances, as there is among mankind. Bur 
theſe things are ſaid ro be above our Rea- 
ſon, if not contrary to it, and even ſuch 
are ſaid tobe repugnant to our Religion. 
2, That therefore 1s the next thing to 
be carefully Examin'd, whether Myſteries 
of Faith, or Matters of Revelation a- 
bove our Reaſon, are to be rejected by ws. 
And a Thing is faid to be above our Rea- 
ſon,when we can have no clear and diſtinit 
1dea of it in our Minds : And, that if we 
have no Ideas of a thing, it is certainly but 
loſt labour for us to trouble our ſelves about 
it ; and that, if ſuch Doftrines be propo- 


MP. p.28. ſed which we cannot underſtand, we muſt 


have new Powers, aud Organs for the Per- 
ception of them. / 

We are far from defending Contradi#i- 
ons to our natural Notions (of which I 
have ſpoken already) but that which we 
arg now upon is, whether any Doctrine 
may 
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may be rejected, when is offer'd as a 
Matter of Faith upon this account, that 
It is above our Comprehenſion, or that 
we can have no clear Fdea of it in our 
Minds. And this late Author hath under- 
taken to prove, That there is nothing ſo 
Myſterious, or above Reaſon in the Goſpel. 
To be above Reaſon, he ſaith, may be un- 
derſtood two ways. 1. For a thing Intelli- 
gible in it ſelf, but cover d with figurative 
and myſtical Words. 2. For a thing in its 
own Nature unconceivable, and not to fe 
judged of by our Faculties, tho it be never 
ſo clearly revealed. This in either Senſe 
is the ſame with Myſtery. And from thence 
he takes occaſion to ſhew his Learning 
about the Gentile Myſteries, and Ecclefia- 
ftical Myſteries, which might have been 
ſpared in this Debate, but only for the Pa- 
rallel aimed at between them, as to Prie/t- 
craft and Myſteries; without which a 
Work of this nature would want its due 
reliſh with his good Chriſtian Readers. 
Others we ſee have their Myſteries too ; 
but the Comfort 1s, that they are ſo eaſi- 
ly underſtood, and ſeen through ; as when 
the Heathen Myſteries, are ſaid, to have 
been inſtituted at firſt in Commemoration of 
ſome remarkable Accidents, or to the Ho- 
nour of ſome great 4 4 that obliged the 
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ture, it muſt be in a wav agreeable to 
the infinite Perfeftions of it. And no 
objeQiqn can be taken from the Idea of 
God, to overthrow a 7rivity of Co-ext- 
{ting Perſons in the ſame Divine Eſſence. 
For neceſſary Exiſtence doth imply a Co- 
exiſtence of the Divine Perſons ; and rhe 
Unity ofthe Divine Eſfſence,that there can» 
not be ſuch a difference of individual Sub- 
ſtances, as there is among mankind. But 
theſe things are faid ro be above our Rea- 
ſon, if not contrary to it, and even ſuch 

are ſaid to-be repugnant to our Religion. 
2, That therefore is the next thing to 
be carefully Examin'd, whether Myſteries 
of Faith, or Matters of Revelation a- 
bove our Reaſon, are to be rejected by ws. 
And a Thing is faid to be above our Rea- 
ſon,when we can have no clear and diſtin 
1dea of it in our Minds : And, that if we 
have no Ideas of a thing, it us certainly but 
' Ooft labour for us to tronble our ſelves about 
oy : it ; and that, if ſuch Dodtrines be propo- 
Myſt. p.28. ſed which we cannot underſtand, we muſt 
have new Powers, aud Organs for the Per- 

ception of them. / 

We are far from defending Contradifi- 
ons to our natural Notions (of which I 
have ſpoken already) but that which we 
arg nqw upon is, whether any Dodtrine 
may 
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may be rejected, when is offerd as a 
Matter of Faith upon this account, that 
It is above our Comprehenſion, or that 
we can have no clear Hdea of it in our 
Minds. And this late Author hath under- 
taken to prove, That there is nothing ſo 
Myſterious, or above Reaſon in the Goſpel. 
To be above Reaſon, he ſaith, may be un- 
derſtood two ways. 1. For a thing Intelli- 
gible in it ſelf, but cover'd with figurative 
and myſtical Words. 2. For a thing in its 
own Nature unconceivable, and not to be 
judged of by our Faculties, tho' it be never 
ſo clearly revealed. This in either Senſe 
is the ſame with Myſtery. And from thence 
he takes occaſion to ſhew his Learning 
about the Gentile Myſteries, and Ecclefra- 
ftical Myſteries, which might have been 
ſpared in this Debate, but only for the Pa- 
rallel aimed at between them, as to Prie/t- 
craft and Myſteries; without which a 
Work of this nature would want its due 
reliſh with his good Chriſtian Readers. 
Others we ſee have their Myſteries too ; 
but the Comfort is, that they are ſo eaſi- 
ly underſtood, and ſeen through ; as when 
the Heathen Myſteries, are ſaid, to have 
been inſtituted at firſt in Commemoration of 
ſome remarkable Accidents, or to the Ho- 
nour of ſome great Perſons that obliged the 
S 4 World 
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World by their Vertues and uſeful Inven- 
tions to pay them ſuch Acknowledgments. 
He muſt be very dull that doth not un- 
deritand the meaning of this ; and yet 
this Man pretends to vindicate Chriſtia- 
nity from being Myſterious. 

But there are ſome, he faith, that being 
ſtrongly inclined out of Ignorance, or Paſ- 
fron to maintain what was firſt introduced 
by the Craft or Superſtition of their Fore- 
fathers, will have ſome Chriſt ian Dotrines 
to be ſtill Myſteries in the ſecond Senſe of 
the Word ; that is, unconcetveable in them- 
ſelves, however clearly revealed. 1 hope 
there are ſtill ſome, who are ſo throughly 
p:rſwaded of rhe Chriſtian Do{trine, that 
they dare own and defend it, notwith- 
ſanding all rhe Flouts and Taunts of a 
ſort of Men, whoſe Learning and Reaſon 
lies moſt in expoſing Prieſt-craft , and 
Myſteries. Suppoſe there are ſuch till 
in the World, who own their Aflent to 
ſome DoQrines of Faith, which they con- 
fels to be above their Comprehenſion, 
what mighty Reaſon, and invincible De- 
monſtration is brought againſt them ? He 
pretends 70 Demonſtrate ; but what I 
pray ? The Point in hand 2 No. But he 
will Demonſtrate ſomething inſtead of it? 
What is that? Why truly, 7hat in = 

| ew 
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New Teſtament Myſtery is always uſed in 
the firſt Senſe of the Word, And what 
then : Doth it therefore tollow, that there 
are no DoCtrines in the Goſpel above the 
reach and comprehenſion of our Reaſon? 
But how doth it appear, that the Word 
Myſtery is always uled in that Senſe 2 
When S. Paul faith in his firſt Epiſtle to 
Timothy, Chap. 3. v. 9. That the Deacons 
muſt hold the M\ſtery of Faith in a pure 
Conſcience ; doth he not mean there-. 
by th: ſame with the Form of ſound 
Words, which Timothy t:ad heard of him, 
2 Tim. 1,13. And are not all the main 
Articles of the Chriſtian Faith compre- 
hended under it? Eſpecially that where- 
into they were Baptized, i» the Name of 
the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt : and if 
the Doctrine of the Trinity were under- 
ſtood by this Form, as I have already 
proved, then this muſt be a part of the 
Myſtery of Faith. And inthe ſame Chap» 
ter, v. 16. He makes God manifeſt in the 
Fleſh; the firlt part of the Myſtery of God- 
lineſs. If it extends to all the other 
things, doth it exclude this, which is the 
firſt mention'd ?- (And that our Copies 
are true, is already made tov appear. } 
There is no Reaſon therefore to quarrel 
with our Uſe of the Word Myſtery in this 
Senſe ; 
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Senſe ; but the Debate doth not depend 
upon the Word, but upon the Senſe of it. 

And rhercfore I paſs over all that re- 
latcs to the bare uſe of: the Word, as not 
coming up to the main Point ; which is, 
Whether any Point of Dodtrine, which 
con:ains in it ſomething above our Com- 
prehenſion can be made a Matter of Faith ? 

For our Author concludes from his 
Obſervations, That Faith i ſo far from 
being an implicit Aſſent to any thing above 
Reaſon, that this Notion direflly contra- 


difts the end of Religion, the Nature of 


_ and the Goodneſs and Wiſdom of 
God. 

But we muſt not be frighted with this 
bold Concluſion, till we have Examin'd his 
Premiſes ; and then we ſhall find, that 
ſome who are not great Readers,are no deep 
Reaſoners. The firlt thing he premiles is, 
That nothing, can be ſaid to be a Myſtery, 
becauſe we have not an adequate Ideq of it, 
or adiſtint View of all its Properties at 
once, i Song every thing would be q My- 
ftery, What is the meaning of this, but 
that we cannot have an adequate Idea of 
any thing? And yet all our Reaſon de- 
pends upon our 7deas according to him, 
and our clear and diſtin Ideas are by him 
made the ſole Foundation of Reaſon, Al] 

Qur 
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our ſimple Ideas are faid to be adequate, be- 
cauſe they are ſaid to be only the Effects of 
Powers in things which produce Senſations 
in us. But this dothnot prove them ade- 
quate as to the things,but only as toourPer- 
ceptions. But asto Subſtances we are told, 
That all our Ideas of them are inadequate. 
So that the ſhort of this 1s, that we have 
no true Knowledge or Comprehenſion of 
any thing ; but we may underſtand Mat- 
ters of Faith, as well as we underſtand 
any thing elſe, for in Truth we under- 
ſtand nothing. Is not this a method of 
true Reaſoning to make us rejet Dodtrines 
of Faith, becauſe we do not comprehend 
them, and at the ſame time to fay we 
comprehend nothing 2 For I appeal to the 
common-Senſe of mankind,” whether we 
can be ſaid to Comprehend that , which 
we can have no adequate Idea of > But 
he appeals to the Learned ; for he faith, 
That to Comprehend in all corret Authors 
is nothing elſe but to know. But what is 
to know 2 ls it not to have adequate 7deas 
of the things we know? How then can 
we know, that of which we can have no 
adequate Idea 2 For if our Knowledge be 
limited to our /deas,our Knowledge muſt 


be imperfe&t and inadequate where our 
Ideas are 1o. 


But 
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But let us lay theſe things together. 
Whatever we can have no adequate 1dea 
of is above our Knowledge, and conſe- 
quently above our Reaſon; and ſo all Sub- 
ſtances are above our Reaſon ; and yet he 
faith, with great Confidence, That to 
Aſſent to any thing, above Reaſon, deſtroys 
Religion, and the Nature of man, and the 
Wiſdom and Goodneſs of God. How is it 
poliible for the ſame man to ſay this, and 
to ſay w:thal,that it is verv conſiſtent with 
that Nature of man,and theGoodneſs and Wiſ- 
dom of God, to leave us without adequate 
Tdeas of any Subſtance > How come the My- 
ſteries of Faith to require more Knowledge 
than the Nature of Man is capable ot 2 
In natural things we can haveno adequate 
Ideas ; but the things are confeſſed to be 
above our Reajon ; but in Divine and Spi- 
ritual things, to Aſſent to things above our 
Reaſon us againſt the Nature of wan. 

How can theſe things conſiſt ? 

But theſe are not Myſteries. Yes,what- 
ever is of that Nature that we can have 
no {dea of it, is certainly a Myſtery to us. 
For what is more unknown than it 1s 
known is a Myſtery. The true Notion of 
a Myſtery being ſomething that is hidden 
from our Knowledge. Of which there 
may be ſeveral Kinds. For a Myſtery may 
be taken for, 1. Some- 
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I. Something kept ſecret, but fully un- 
derſtood as ſoon as it is diſcover'd; thus 
Tully in his Epiſtles ſpeaks of Myſteries Ad. Attic. 
which he had to tell his Friend, but he +®7-.. 
would not let his Amanuenfis know ; no pra 
doubt ſuch things might be very well 
underſtood as ſoon as diſcover'd. 

2. Something kept from common 
Knowledge , although there might be 
great Dithculties about them when diſ- 
coverd. Thus Tully ſpeaks of Myſteries 
among the Philoſophers, particularly *** + 
among the Academicks,who kept up their 
Doctrine of the Criterion as a Secret, 
which, when it was known, had many 
Difficulties abour it. 

3. Something that Perſons were nat 
admitted to know, but with great Prepa- 
ration for ir. Such were the Athenian 
Myſteries which Tully mentions with Re- 
{pet although they deſerved it not : but De Leg. 
becauſe they were not Communicated to * * © '+ 
anv but with Difficulty, they were call- 
ed Myſteries. And this is ſo obvious a 
piece of Learning, that no great Reading, 
or deep Reaſoning is required abour it. 

Only it may be obſerved, that the Word 

Mew 1s oppoled to £7924, and fo the My- 
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did not throughly underſtand them, al- 
though they had more knowledge of them 
than ſuch as were not initzated. Olym: 
piodorus, in reckoning up the Degrees of 
Admillions, mentions the pwn; before 
#ronlcizi, So that they were properly 
Myſteries to ſuch, who knew ſomething ; 
though there were other things farther 


. to be diſcover'd, bur they did not yet 


know what they were, as the Epopte did. 

From hence the ancient Chriſtian Wri- 
ters did not only call the Sacraments, but 
moreabſtruſe Points of Faith by the name 
of Myſtertes ; ſo S. Chryſoftom calls the 
Reſurreftion, a great and ineffable Myſtery. 
And 1fidore Pelufrota in his Epiſtle to Lam- 


Hom. de Petius ſaith, That S. Paul, when he ſpeaks 
Reſurrett. of the great Myſtery of Godlineſs, doth not 


Iſidor. Pe 
Iuſl. L. 2. 


mean that it is wholly unknown to us, but 
that it is impoſſible to Comprehend it, Theo- 


Ep. 192- phyla faith, it is therefore called the great 


Myſtery of Godlineſs ; becauſe althouzh it be 
now revealed to all, yet the manner of it 
is hidden from us,9:z Ts&ro Mugi2 400 hn, for 
this Reaſon it is called a Myſtery, 

But this isin the way of Reading ; let 
us now come to deep Reaſoning ; and ſee 
how ſtrongly he argues againlt this Senſe 
of the Word Myſteries : his Words are 
theſe ; They trifle then exceedingly, and 

: diſcover 
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diſcover a mighty Scarcity of better Argu- 
ments, who defend their Mſteries, by this 


pitiful ſhift of drawing Inferences frem what Þ- 30, 81. 


is unknown to what is known,or of inſiſting up- 
on adequate Ideas; except theywill agree as 
ſome do, to call every Spire of Graſs, fitting 
and ſtanding, fiſh and fleſh to be Myſteries. 
And if out of a pertinacious or worſe hu» 
mour,they will be [till fooling, and call theſe 
things Myſteries, I'm willing to admit as 
many as they pleaſe in Religion, if they will 
allow me likewiſe to make mine as intelligt- 
Lle to others, as theſe are to me. 

Itis eaſie to gueſs whom theſe kind 
Words were intended for : And are not 
theſe very modeſt and civil Expreſlions ? 
Trifling, Fooling ; out of a pertinacious, or 
worſe Humour ; but why, Fooling about My- 
fteries, to call ſuch things by that Name, 
which are in ſome meaſure known, bur 
in a greater meaſure unknown tous ? and 
if theſe are real Myſleries in Nature, whv 
may not the fame term be uſed for Mat- 
ters of Faith ? 

And TI think ih fo plain a Caſe, no great 
ſtore of Arguments need to be uſed. Bur 
in theſe natural things, he ſaith, we have 
diſtin Ideas of the Properties which make 
the Nominal Eſſence, but we are abſolutely 
ignorant of the Real Eſſence, or intrinfict 
| Conſii!:- 
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Conſtitution of a thing, which is the ground 
or ſupport of all its Properties. Arenot 
then (without Trifling and Fooling ) theſe 
Real Eſſences Myſteries to them? They 
know chere are ſuch by the /deas of their 
Properties, but know nothing of their 
Real Eſſence ; and yet they will not al- 
low them to be Myſteries 2 If they do 
underſtand them, why do they fav, They 
do not, nor cannot 2 And if this be true, 
ler them call them what they pleaſe, they 
muſt be inexplicable My/eries to them. So 
that all this is mere quarrelling about a 
Word, which they would fain be rid of, 
if they knew how ; but they involve and 
perplex themſelves more by their own 
deep Reaſonings againſt the 7rifling and 
Fooling of others. 

Bur he faith, 7hat ſome would have the 
moſt palpable Abſurdities and groſs Contra- 
dittions to go down,or words that fignifie no- 
thin, becauſe men cannot comprehend the 
Eſſence of their own Souls, nor the Eſſence 
of God, and other Spiritual Subſtances. We 
utterly deny, that any Article of our Faith 
contains in it any palpable Abſurdities, 
or groſs Contradittions (as . I hope hath 
teen proved already as to the Do@trine 
of the Trinity which is chiefly ſtruck at) 
but ſurely your deep Reaſoners may = 
a dit- 
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a difference between groſs Contradidtions 
70. our. Reaſon; and barely being above it, 
or not. having any diſtint Conception of 
the Nature ot it. And that is all that we 
aflert, and which they grant as to all Sub- 
ſtances. 

.1f-rhis be their Way of arguing, they 
may '\even return to 7ranſub/tantiation a- 
gain, without any great leſſening of their 
Underſtandings. But none are fo bold 
in. attacking the Myſteries of the Chriſtian 
Faith-; as the Smatterers in Jdeas, and 
new Terms of Philoſophy, without any 
true Underiianding of them. For theſe 
Ideas are become bur another ſort of Cant- 
ing with ſuch men ; and they would 
reaſon as well upon Genus and Species, or 
upon Occult (Qualities , and Subſtantial 
Forms, but only that they are Zerms out 
of Faſhion. 

But we find that the change of Terms 
doth neither improve nor alter mens 
Underſtandings ; but only their Ways of 
ſpeaking ; and ill Gameſters will not ma- 
nage"thcir Game one jot the better, tor 
having mew Cards in their hands. How- 
ever, * we mull ſce what Work they make 
of it. 
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Although we do not know the Nature of 


” the Soul, yet we know as much of it, as we 


do of any thing elſe, if not more, i.e. we 
really know nothing by any adequate 1dea 
of it, but we muſt believe nothing, but 
what we have a clear diſtin Idea of. Is 
not this a rare way of fixing the Beanda- 
ries of Faith and Reaſon? As toGod and his 
Attributes, it is ſaid, That they are not My- 
fteries to us for want of an adequate Idea ; 
n0 not Eternity. And in another place, 
As to God, we comprehend nothing better 
than his Attributes. 

Let us try this, by the Aztribute pitch- 
ed on by himſelf ; viz. Eternity. We ſee 
he pretends to comprehend nothing bet- 
ter than the Divine Attributes ; and Eter- 
nity as well as any ; (which Iam very 
apt to believe) but how doth he Compre- 
hend Eternity 2 Even by finding, That it 
cannot be Comprehended. 1s not this Sub- 
tle and deep Reaſoning 2 But Reaſon he 
fairh, performs its part in finding out the 
true Nature of Things ; and if ſuch be the 
Nature of the thing, that it cannot be Com- 
prehended, then Reaſon can do no more, 
and fo it is not above Reaſon. . Was there 
ever ſuch 7rifling that pretended to Rea- 
ſon; and that about the higheſt Mat- 
ters, and twith Scorn and Contempt of 

others 
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Others whom he calls Myſterious Wits ? 
The Queſtion is, whether any thing 
ought to be rejected as an Article of Faith, 
becauſe we cannot comprehend it, or have 
a clear and diſtin Perception of it ? He 
concludes it muſt be fo, or elſe we over- 
throw Religion, and the Nature of Man, 
and the Wiſdom and Goodneſs of God. 
Here is an Eſſential Attribute of God, viz. 
his Eterniry. Am I bound to believe it 
or nor? Yes, doubtleſs. But how can [ 
comprehend this Attribute of Eternity ? 
Yery eafily. How fo? Do not you compre» 
hend that it is incomprehenſible > What 
then ? Doth this reach the Nature of the 
thing, or only the manner of our Con- 
ception ? If the Nature of the thing be, 
that it cannot be comprehended, then you 
rightly underſtand the Nature of the thing, 
and jo it is not above your Reaſon, Let 
the Caſe - be now put as to the 7rinity ; 
do you believe the Doftrine of ir, as of 
Divine Revelation? No, God hath given 
me the Nature, and Faculties of a Man ; 
and I can believe nothing, which I cannot 
have a diſtinft and clear Idea of ; other- 
wiſe I muſt have new Facilties, Will you 
hold to this Principle 2 Then you muſt 
believe tiothing, which you cannot havea 
leaf afid diſtiat /dea of, Very true: 
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But can you have aclear and diſtin& Idea 
of what you cannot comprehend ? 4 
clear Idea, is that whereof the mind hath 
a full and -vident Perception. A diſtinft 
Idea, is that whereby the mind perceives 
the difference of ir fromall others. Is this 
right? Yes. But can you have a full and 
evident Perception of a thing, ſo as todit- 
terence it from all others, when you grant 
it to be /ncomprehenſible 2 If you have a 


fall Perception of it, you comprehend its 


Nature, and eſpecially if you can dife- 
rence it from all other things 3 but when 
you ſay, its Nature is Iucomprehenſible, 
and yet believe it, you mult deny it to 
be neceſlary to Faith, to have a c/ear and 
diſtint Idea of the thing propoſed. And 
if it be repugnant to your Faculties to re- 
ject the 7rinity, becauſe you cannot have 
a clear and diſtin Idea of it, for the ſame 
Reaſon, you muſt unavoidably reje& his 
Eternity, and all other Attributes which 
have »finity joyned with them. 

But we muſt Nop here, becauſe this ad- 
mirable Undertaker hath faid, That he 
deſpairs not of rendring Eternity, and In- 
finity as little Myſterious, as that three and 
two make five, And till rhen I take my 
leave of him. 


And 
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And fo I return to our profeſſed 7/xi- 
tarians, who in anſwer to my Sermon fell 
upon the ſame Subje&, and it is neceſſary 
that I conſider ſo much, as tends to the 
clearing of it. In my Sermon I had urg- 
ed this Argument to prove, that we may 
be bound to believe ſome things that are 
Incomprehenſible /to us, becauſe the Di- 
vine Nature, and Attributes are acknows- 
ledged to be ſo; and I had faid, 

( 1.) That there is no greater Difficul- 
ty in the Conception of the Trinity, and 
Incarnation, than there is of Eternity. 
Not but thar there is great Reaſon to be- 
lieve it, but from hence it appears, that 
our Reaſon may oblige us to believe ſome 
things, which it is not poſlible for us to 
comprehend. 

And what ſay our ©nitarians to this ? 

They Charge my Notion of Eter- 
ity (as they call it) with a Contradi- 
(ion. 

The beſt way of proceeding will be to 
ſet down my own Words which are theſe. 
« We know that either God mult have 
* been for ever, or it 15 impollible he 
« ever ſhould be, for if he ſhould come 
« into being when he was not, he mult 
© have ſome Caule of his Being, and that 
& which was the firſt Cauſe wauld be 
h ; * God. 
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* God. But if hewas for ever, he muſt 
* be from himſelf, and what Notion, or 
* Conception can we have in our Minds 
* concerning it ? 

To this fay they, Zo ſay a Perſon, or 
Thing us from it ſelf is a Contradittion ; it 
implies this Contradiftion, it was before it 
was. And they are ſorry an Eternal God 
muſt'be a Contradiftion, What a falſe and 
ſpiteful Inference is this ? 

But it had look'd like very deep Reaſon- 
ing, if Thad ſaid, That God was the cauſe 
of himſelf. For, that would have im- 
plied the Contradiction he had charged 
it with : but I had expreſsly excluded his 
being from any Cauſe; and the thing I 
urged was only the Impoſlibility, of our 
having a clear and diſtin Conception of 
Eternity, For, if he could have mo Cauſe, 
what could we think of his being Eternal 2 
If to be from himſelf as a Cauſe, be uncon- 
ceivable, (as I grant it is) then it proves 
what I deſigned,!that we cannot have any 
diſtinct Idea of Etervity. But to be from 
himſelf inthe Senſe generally underſtood, 
is a meer Negative Exprefion ; for no Men 
were ſuch Fools to imagine any thing 
could be before it ſelf, and in this Senſe on- 
ly, Learned Men have told us, that it is to 
be underſtood by thoſe ancient and modern 
b.* & *& F &-- po Writers, 
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Writers, who have uſed that Expreſſion. Poſſevin. 
As when S. Ferom faith, That God i ſelf 
Originated ; and S. Auguſtin, that God is bracd. 


the Cauſe of his own Wiſdom ; and Lattan- 
tius, that God made himſelf ; ail theſe 
and ſuch like Expreſſions are only to be 
Negatively underſtood. 

But I confeſs I aimed at ſhewing, that 
it was impoſlible for us to have any clear 
and diſtinft Idea of Eternity, and there- 
fore Trook in all poſſible ways of concei- 
ing it, either by Gods being from him- 
ſelf, or his Co-exiſting with all differen- 
ces of Time, without any Succeſſion in 
his own Being ; or his having a ſucceſſive 
Duration. From all which Iargued the 
Impoſlibility of a clear Notion of Eter- 
nity. And now what do theſe Men do 2 
They diſpute againſt one. of theſe Noti- 
ons, and very triumphantly expoſe, as 
they think, the 4b/urdities of it. And 
what then 2 Why then this Notion will not 
do. But I fay none will do. 

I prove there can be no ſucceſſive Du- 
ration in a Being of neceſſary Exiſtence; 
and that it is not to be conceived, how 
without Succeſſion God ſhould be preſent 
with the Being, and not Being, the Pro« 
miſe and Performance of the ſame thing ; 
and yet one of theſe ways we muſt make 
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uſe of, From whence I concluded, That 
all we can attain to is,a full Satisja&tion of 
our Reaſon concerning Gud s Eternity, 
alchough we can form no dillin&t Con- 
ception of it in our Minds. But when 
theſe Men inſtead of anſwering the Argu- 
ment from all rhe Notions of Eternity, 
only diſpute againſt one Notion of it, they 
apparently ſhew the weakneſs of their 
Cauſe, if it will bear no other Defences, 
but ſuch as this. For I take it, that the 
main Debate in point of Reaſon depends 
upon this, whether we can be certain of 
the Being of a Thing,of which we can have 
no clear and diſtinit Idea 2 If we may, then 
it can be no Objection in point of Revela- 
tion,that wecan have no clear and diſtin 
{dea of the Matter revealed;fince there can 
be no Reaſon to tie us up ſtricter in Point 
of Revelation, than we are without it. 
If we can be certain in Reaſon of many 
things, we can have no ſuch 7deas of, 
what imaginable Reaſon can there be, 
that a Point of Faith ſhould be rejected 
on that account, . 

2. | urged another Attribute of God, 
viz. his Spirituality tor the ſame Reaſon; 
viz, that weare fatisfied in point of Reaſon 
thar God mult be a Spirit ; and yet we 
cannot have a clear diſtiact poſitive No- 
tion of a Spirit. ,..', And 
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And what anſwer do they give to this? 
As wile as the former. Why truly, / 
had no cauſe to objett this againſt them, be- 
cauſe they own the Spirituality of God s Nu- 
ture, and none fince Biddle have denied it. 

Very well ! but doth my argument 
proceed upon that, or upon the not ha- 
ving a diſtini and clear Idea of a Spirit ? 
It was hardly poſſible for men ſo to mi- 
ſtake my meaning, unleſs they did it, be- 
cauſe they had no other an{wer to give. 

3- I argued from Ged's Preſcience , 
which do expreſly aſſert, and prove that 
they cannot have a diſtin Notion of it, 
nay that Socinus denied it, becaule he could 
not underſtand it. 

But here they tell me, 7 cannot deferd 
our Dottr ine againſt theirs without finding 
Contradittions in God s Eternity and Fore- 
knowledge. If this be the Ingenuity and 
Juſtice and Charity of the Unitarians ; 
commend me to the honeſt: hearted Deiſts, 
if there be any ſuch, as they aflure us 
there are. One had better be charged 

with Trifling and Fooling with Myſteries, 
than with undermining the main founda- 
tions of Religion, by charging them with 
Contradittions. 

But nothing could be farther from my 
Thovghts, than any thing tending that 
Way. 
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way. And ſuch a baſe Calumny is too 
much honoured with a Confutation. Bur 
do they offer to clear the difficulty and 
give us a clear and diſtinit Idea of God s 
fore-knowing future Events without a cer- 
tain Cauſe to make them future, No- 
thing like it. For the queſtion is not, 
Whether a thing be neceſſary becauſe God 
foreſees it as certain, (as they ſuppoſe.) 
But how of a thing merely poſlible it 
comesto be certain without a certain Cauſe ; 
and how a thing which hath no certain 
Cauſe can be certainly foreknown, and 
what clear and diſtin Notion we can 
have of this in our Minds. If they had 
anſwer'd this, they had faid ſomething to 
the purpoſe. To reſolve all into God's in- 
finite Wiſdom is a good anſwer from us, 
but not from them. For we think it our 
Duty to fatisfie our ſelves with what God 
hath revealed, without prying into the 
manner of things above our Comprehen- 
fion ; but theſe Men who will receiveno- 
thing but what they have clear and di- 
ftintt Ideas of, ought to ſhew the man- 
ner of this, or elſe we muſt be excuſed on 
the ſame reaſon, if we allow the manner 
of the divine Subfiſtences in the ſame Ef- 
ſence to be above our Comprehen(ion. 


4. I 
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4. I ſhew'd how unreaſonable their de- 
mands were, when the Nature of God is 
owned to be incomprehenſible, and his Per- 
feftions infinite. 

And now of a ſudden they are quite 
turned about; for before they were on- 
ly for fencing and warding oft Blows, but 
at laſt they come to the point, and own 
the being of God to be comprehenſible by 
them; and that thay have clear and diſtintt 
Tdeas of God's infinite Attributes. This is 
indeed to the purpoſe, if they can make 
theſe things out. But Fencers have 
many tricks, and I wiſh we find none 
here. TI had ſaid, © That in conſequence 
« to the Aſſertion, that nothing is to be 
« believd; but what may be compre- 
« hended, the very Being of God muſt 
&« be rejected too, becaule his Being is 
« incomprehenſible, and ſo they muſt 
« reject one God as well three Perſons. 


To this they reply, That to comprehend P. ». 


the Being or Exiſtence of God, is only this, 
to comprehend that God 1, and if we cannot 
comprehend that, all Religion ceaſes. 1s 
not this a fine turn? What I faid of God 
as to the PerfeQtions of his Nature, they 
will have it underſtood of his bare Ex- 
iſtence, which I do not mention. When 
God is ſaid to be an incomprehen/ible Being ; 
| Who 
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who before them did underſtand the mean» 
ing to be, That we cannot comprehend that 
there is a God > This is not mere zrifling, 
for it looks like ſomething worſe ; and 
yet they preſently after ſay, Zhat tocom- 
prehend a thing is to have a clear adequate 
Conception of i4t, And will they pretend 
to have ſuch a one of the divine Eſſence, 
when they confeſs but a little before, 
That we converſe every day with wery ma- 
ny things, %yone of which we comprehend, 
and that I might have ſpared my pains in 
proving it ? But what can be the mean- 
ing ot theſe ſayings, They cannot compre- 
hend the common Natures of things, nor 
have a clear and diſtinit Idea of them, 
but they can comprehend an infinite Being, 
whom all Mankind own to be zncompre- 
henfible. But astodivine Attributes, they 
ſay, They have clear diſtinit and adequate 
Conceptions of them ; and inſtance in Eter- 
nity, Power, Wiſdom and Juſtice, Wedo 
not deny that in ſuch Attributes which 
we apply to God, becauſe we find them 
to be Perfettions in us, we have a diſtin 
and clear Perception of them, as they are 
conſider'd in themſelves, for that is the 
reaſon why we attribute them to God. 
But for ſuch as peculiarly belong to 
God as Eternity doth; and for the de- 
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grees of other Attributes as they belong 
to him, as they are infinite, ſo they are 
above our Comprehenſion. (1:) As to 
Eternity, ſay they, it is a clear and di- 
ſtintt Notion of Eternity, to ſay, it is a du- 
ration without beginning and without end. 
But we can have no clear and 'diſtintt 
Notion of Duration, when applied to a Be- 
ing that hath zeceſſary Exiſtence. For 
Duration, they ſay, conſiſts in a Succeſſion. 
And what Succeſton can there be in a Be- 
ing which always is the ſame, if there 
wereno difference of times, z. e. God was 
the ſame Being before time- was, and is 
the very ſame Being under all the diffe- 
rences of times; he hath not any other 
Duration now than he had before, and 
what Succeſſion could there be where 
'there was no time? But we make uſe of 
Duration with reſpect to things done in 
time, and for the help of our underſtand- 
ings apply the meaſure of time to divine 
Acts. Burt in a zeceſſary Exiſtence, there 
can be no paſt, preſent, or to come ; and 
in a ſucceſſive Duration, there muſt Le 
conceived a longer continuance trom 
time to time; which 1s repugnant to the 
Notion of a Being, which always is. $9 
that, if we cannot conceive Erernty wile 
out Duration, nor Duration without Suc- 
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ceſſion ; nor can apply Succeſſion to a Being 
which hath neceſſary Exiſtence, then we 
can have no clear and diſtinit Notion of 
God's Eternity. (2.) As to the Infinite- 
eſs of God's Perfe&tions, they#lay, That 
although the Mind be in it ſelf finite, yet it 
hath an infinite Compreheifton, for what is 
finite with reſpett to its Extenſion of parts 
may be infinite in other reſpefts, and with 
reſpett to ſome of its Powers. But how 
doth it appear that we have any Power 
to comprehend what is infinite? All the 
Power we: have extends only to adding 
and enlarging our Ideas without bounds, 
#. ce. we can put no ſtop to our apprehen- 
ſions, but ſtill they may go farther than 
we can poſſibly think, but is this an #- 
finite Comprehenſion 2 So far from it, that 
this ſhews our Capacities to be finite, be» 
cauſe our Ideas cannot go ſo far as our 
Reaſon, For our Reaſon tells us, we 
can never go ſo far, but we may ſtill go 
farther : but it is impoſſible for our un- 
derſtanding to have diſtin Ideas of the 
infinite moments in an eternal Succeſli- 
on of the utmoſt Bounds of Immenſity, 
or of the extent of infinite Power and 
Knowledge, fincethe very Notion of /x- 
finite implies, that we can fet no bounds 


to our Thoughts ; and therefore althoughi 
the 
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the Infinity of the divine Attributes be 
evident to our Reaſon, yet it is likewiſe 
evident to our Reaſon, that what is z»f- 
ite muſt be above our Comprehenſion. 


I. I come now to the laſt enquiry 
which is that if we allow things above 
our Reaſon, what ſtop can be put to any 
abſurd Docrine, which we may be requi- 
red to believe 2 

And this is that which our 2n:tarians 
obje& in all their late Pamphlets. In an- 
{wer to my Sermon they ſay, That on our 


ry” . . Anſwer to 
principles, our Reaſon would be in vain, and /, 4 mt 


all Science and Certainty would be deſtroy'd, liſp, &c. 


which they repeat ſeveral times. And ÞP- + 
from hence they do fo frequently inſiſt on þ. ,, 
the Parallel between the Dodtrine of the =. 67. 
Trinity and Tranſubſtantiation : They ſay, 

That all the defence we have made for one "of 
will ſerve for the other, or any other abſurd 
and impoſſible Dottrine. That what we ſay, 
will equally ſerve all the Nonſenſe, and im- cmfideras. 


poſſible Dottrines that are to be found among =» *b Ex- 


plication, 


Men; and they particularly inſtance in Trans 'x,c.. by Dr. 


ſubſtantiation. 1 need mention no more. W. p. 3-: 
But I did not expect to have found this 
Parallel fo often infiſted upon, without 
an anſwer to two Dialogues purpoſely writ- 
ten on that Subje, at a time when the 
Doctrine 
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ceſſion ; nor can apply Succeſſion to a Being 
which hath zeceſſary Exiſtence, then we 
can have no clear and diſtinit Notion of 
God's Eternity. (2.) As to the [nfinite- 
neſs of God's Perfe&tions, they-lay, That 
although the Mind be in it ſelf finite, yet it 
hath an infinite Comprehenfon, for what i 
finite with reſpett to its Extenſion of parts 
may be infinite in other reſpefts, and with 
reſpett to ſome of its Powers. But how 
doth it appear that we have any Power 
to comprehend what is infinite? All the 
Power we have extends only to adding 
and enlarging our Ideas without bounds, 
Z. ec. wecan put no ſtop to our apprehen- 
ſions, but ſtill they may go farther than 
we can poſſibly think, but is this an i- 
finite Comprehenſion > So far from it, that 
this ſhews our Capacities to be finite, be» 
cauſe our 1deas cannot go ſo far as our 
Reaſon, For our Reaſon tells us, we 
can never go ſo far, but we may ſtill go 
farther : but it is impoſſible for our un- 
derſtanding to have diſtinft Ideas of the 
infinite moments in an eternal Succeſli- 
on of the utmoſt Bounds of Immenſity, 
or of the extent of infinite Power and 
Knowledge, ſince the very Notion of #- 
finite implies, that we can fet no bounds 


to our Thoughts ; and therefore although 
the 
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the Infinity of the divine Attributes be 
evident to our Reaſon, yet it is likewiſe 
evident to our Reaſon, that what is inf- 
nite muſt be above our Comprehenſion. 


IT. I come now to the laſt enquiry 
which is that if we allow things above 
our Reaſon, what ſtop can be put to any 
abſurd Docrine, which we may be requi- 
red to believe 2 

And this is that which our nitarians 


from hence they do fo frequently inſiſt on þ, ,, 
the Parallel between the Doctrine of the ». 67. 
Trinity and Tranſub/tantiation : They ſay, 

That all the defence we have made for one £*7 of 
will ſerve for the other, or any other abſurd 
and impoſſible Dottrine. That what we ſay, 


will equally ſerve all the Nonſenſe, and im- cmfuderar. 
poſſible Dodtrines that are to be found am on the Ex- 


plication, 


Men; and they particularly inſtance in Tran- xc sy py. 


ſubſtantiation. 1 need mention no more. W. e. 3-: 
But I did not expect to have found this 
Parallel fo often infiſted upon, without 
an anſwer to two Dialogaes purpoſely writ- 
ten on that Subje@, at a time when the 
Doctrine 


Reſalut p.3- 
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Doctrine of the 7rinity was uſed as an ar- 


gument to: bring in 7ranſubſtantiation, as ' 
that.is now alledged for caſting off the” 
other. :'+ 5 

But I muſt do them that right to tell 
the World, that /at that * time a 'Socimzar 
Anſwer. was written to/ thofe Dialogues, 
which I faw,:and wiſh'd it might be Prin- 
ted, that the World might” be ſatisfied 


about it and them. Bur they thought fit: 


to forbear ; and in all their late. Pam- 
phlets where this Parallel is ſo ofteri re- 
peatcd, there is but once, 'that I can find; 


any: notice" taken'ot thoſe Dialogues, and 


that in” a - very ſuperficial manner. For 
the main Delign and Scopeof them is paſt 
over, and only one particular mention'd; 
which ſhall be anſwer in itsdue order. 
But in anſwer to the general Enquiry, 
I ſhall endeavour to ſtate the-due Bounds 


between Faith and Reaſon,” and hereby: 
to ſhew,..that. by thoſe grounds on whicty: 


we receive" the-Do@trine of. the 7rinity,: 


. we do not 'gtve way to the Entertainment 


of any abſurd .Opinian, nor overthrow. 
me Certainty. of Reaſon. 


We have no difference with hens 


nd the Z/e of. our Reaſon as to the Cer- 
tainty of a Revelation. For .1n this cale, 


we are as much as they, for ſearching; 


Inno 


will Cree >. 


the DoEtrine of the Trinity. 


into the grounds -of our Faith; for we 
look on itas a reaſonable 4 of our Minds, 
and if we did not allow this, we muſt de- 
Clare our ſelves to believe without grounds. 
And if we have grounds for 'our Faith, 
we can expreſs them in Words that are 
intelligible ; and if we can give an ac- 
count of our Faith in an intelligible man- 
ner, and with a deſign to-give others ſa- 
tisfaction about it, | think this is making 
uſe of our Reaſon in matters of Paith. 

2. We have no difference with them 
about the «ſe of or Reaſon, as to the true 
Senſe of Revelation. We never ſay, that Men 
are bound to believe upon the- bare ſound 
of Words without examining: the Sexſe 
of them. We allow all the beſt and moſt 
reaſonable ways of attaining to it, by Co- 
pies, Languages, Verſions, comparing 
of Places, and eſpecially the Senſe of the 
Chriſtian Church in the beſt and pureſt 
Ages, neare:i the Apoſtolical Times and 
expreſs'd-in ſolemn and publick Ads. 

By theſe Kules of Reaſox we are willing 
to proceed, and. not by any late and un- 
certain methods of interpreting Scri- 
pture. 

3. We differ not with them about the 
right uſe of the Faculties which God hath 
given us, of right Vaderſtanding \uch 

U matters 


2 8c. 


on 5 ae. 


4 Vmaication of 
matters as are offer'd to our Aﬀent. For 
it is to no purpole to require them to be- 
ieye, whacannot uſe the Faculties which 
are-neceſlary-in order to it. Which would 
be like giving the Bexeft of' the Clergy 
to a Man''with a: Catara in both his 
Eyes. And it would be very unreaſona+ 
ble to put his Life upon that Iſſue, whe- 
ther he could xead or not, becauſe he had: 
the ſame Orgavs. of Secing that other Men 
had; for in"this caſe the whale matterde-: 
pended not. on the Organ but. the Z/e of. 
it: This needs ng Application... * 
4. We differ. not with them about re« 
jeding ſome Matters propoſed ta our Be- 
lief, which are contradi&ory to the Prin- 
ciples of Senſe and: Reaſon. It is no great 
argument of- {me Mens. Reaſon, what- 
ever they pretend to talk againſt admzt- 
ting, ſeeming Cantradittions in Religian ; 
for- who can hinder | ſeeming Contradidts-. 
oys > Which ariſe. from the thallownefs. 
of Mens Capacities, and not from the res. 
pugnancy ot Things : and whocan help 
Mens Underſtandings? ut where there 
is evident proof of a Contradittzon to the 
Principles of Senſe and Reaſon ; we are ves 
ry far trom ownirg any luch thing to. be 
an Article of Faith, as 1a the cale of Zrax- 
ſubſtantiation, Which we reject, not = 
| y 
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ly, as having no foundation in Scripture, 
but :a5 repugnant to the - common Prin- 
ciples of Senſe and Realon ; as is made 
to appear in the two Dialogues before- 
mentiand. 

But our ©nitariaxs find fault with the 
Author of them, for laying the force of 
his argument upon this, That there are @ cmfiderer. 
great many more Texts for the Trinity than wm the Ex- 
are pretended for Tranſubſtantiation; where- pes 
as many other arguments are inſiſted on, zo. 
and particularly the great Abſurdity of it 
in point of Reaſon, Dial. 2. from p. 33. to 
the end. And it 1s not the bare number 
of Texts, which he relies upon, but up» 
on the greater Evidence and Clearneſs of 
the 7ex/s on one ſide than on the other, 
which depends upon figurative Words, 
not capable of a /zteral Senſe without 0- 
verthrowing the Doctrine deſigned to be 
proved by it. . See with what Ingenuity 
theſe Men treat the Defenders of the 7rz- 
nity, and the Enemies to Tranſub/tantiation, 
which they call only a Philoſophical Error _ to 
or Folly ; but the Do&trine of the Trinity pip pas. 
is charged with Noxſenſe, Contradittion, 


and Impoſibilities. 


But wherein then lies the difference in 
point of Reaſon 2 For thus far I have ſhew'd, 
that weare far from. overthrowing Reaſon, 
| or 


. A Vindication of 


or giving way. :to-any abſurd DoFrines. 
It comesat laſt to; the pownt- already treat- 
ed -of in this Chapter; how far we may | 
be. obliged to believe: a Doctrine which 
carries in it ſomething above our Reaſon ; | 
or-of which we cannot have any clear and ' 
diſtint Ideas. And of this I hope I have ' 

_ given-a ſufficient Account in the forego» | 
ing Diſcourſe. 
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